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ABSTRACT
There Is consensus that work and leisure are inter­
related; however the nature of this interrelationship is a 
controversial subject among social scientists and philoso­
phers, In this study an attempt was made to explore the 
nature of the work-lelsure interrelationship from a social 
structural frame of reference and thus lay a foundation for 
an explanatory study which causally relates work to recrea­
tion behavior.
Male professionals of similar social prestige who 
worked in three different work milieux were randomly 
selected from the Houston area for study. One work milieu 
was represented by the dentist, an independent professional 
practitioner. Another work milieu was represented by the 
industrial chemist, a professional scientist in the corporate 
world. The third milieu was represented by the professor, a 
salaried intellectual. The leisure, recreation, and work 
pattern of the respondents in these occupations were 
described and compared. Recreation activities were classi­
fied on the basis of role dimensions. Structural stresses 
associated with work were interpreted in a role-theory frame 
of reference. The chi-square test was used where possible 
to determine significant differences.
x
The writer found that the three occupation groups 
were generally similar in their leisure-recreation values 
and recreation participation. Significant differences were 
found with regard to the social function of prestige in 
recreation, attraction of recreation areas, dislike for 
certain recreation activities, and the participation in the 
structurally similar activities of hiking and informal 
sightseeing.
There was more variability among the three groups 
with regard to work patterns than recreation patterns. 
Significant differences were found among the three groups 
with regard to the social function of work, commitment to 
work, occupational socialization, commitment to profession, 
and structural stress. The degree of structural stress was 
not Interrelated with occupation and recreation activityi 
occupation and creative-oriented recreationistsj occupation 
and work commitmentj and occupation and occupational 
socialization.
An effort was made to relate the selection, non­
selection, and structuring of recreation activities to the 
social structure of the dentist occupation situs. The 
researcher found the structure of the dentist's recreation 
activities complemented the structure of his work organiza­
tion.
There is empirical support for the thesis that a 
straln-toward-conslstency exists with regard to values in
xl
work and leisure. The results of the data indicate the 
potential of a role-theory framework in a larger and more 
sophisticated study in which work and leisure are the focus 
of inquiry. Known dissimilarities and similarities between 
the structure of work and recreation may, in the future, 
enable one to predict types of recreationists on the basis 




CONCEPTUAL FRAME OF REFERENCE
In leisure time, people are freest to be themselves. 
What people do in leisure is suggestive of their cultural 
tastes, position in the social stratification system of 
society, moral character, and goals in life. The study of 
leisure activities can be a study of social values for a 
leisure activity represents a choice. Many people recognize 
leisure as a major problem because of its neutral dimension 
and the fact that leisure time is increasing for many groups 
of people. The leisure problem is one Americans are privi­
leged to have. Civic officials, social workers, teachers, 
and clergymen see the leisure problem in terms of providing 
dependent groups such as the aged, children, youth, the 
unemployed, handicapped, ill, and inmates in prison and 
mental institutions with opportunities for recreation. 
Intellectuals seem to be more concerned with the leisure of 
the masses and the problem of elevating popular tastes 
(Berger 1963).
The emphasis and exploitation of leisure belong to 
contemporary urbanized and industrialized societies. To 
contribute to this emphasis recreation has become institu­
tionalized in terms of private, commercial, and public
recreation (Cole 1962, p. 192), Recreatlonlsts view recrea­
tion as a major social force and Influence in the United 
States, Canada, and many other countries (Meyer and Bright- 
bill 196^, p, ^3), They believe opportunities In a 
community for wholesome and rewarding recreation are as 
essential as opportunities for health, education, and 
religion. As a social force, the challenges and impact of 
recreation in the future will Increase rather than diminish, 
Meyer and Brlghtblll give several reasons for this phenomena 
For one thing, the population is expanding. With more and 
more people who have leisure time, the need for more recrea­
tion opportunities will increase. The advances in economic 
production through technology, together with improved 
methods of transportation and communication have made it 
possible for people to have more leisure time. Medical 
achievements of researchers have increased the longevity of 
many people and since people are retiring earlier, large 
blocks of enforced leisure time have come into existence. 
Another reason is that the purchasing power of Americans has 
increased. More people have more money and more free time 
in which to spend it. Recreation is a multi-billion dollar 
business each year in the United States, Meyer and 
Brlghtblll believe the complexity of the environment is a 
contributing factor to the attention being given recreation. 
Increased speed, lack of privacy, and noxious agents that 
pollute the cities may result in greater personal tensions 
and social strains. People are becoming better and better
3
educated and this has Implications for recreation. Just as 
people prepare for work, they prepare for leisure. Increas­
ingly, people are developing new Interests and skills they 
need to really enjoy their leisure. Social attitudes toward 
leisure and recreation are changing. The old Idea asso­
ciated with the ^rotestant ethic that play and recreation 
are wasteful and sinful is fading rapidly. President Kennedy 
believed that the moral fibre, mental health, and physical 
strength of each citizen are derived In large measure from 
the creative use of leisure (Kennedy, n.d.).
Leisure time is determined by material and socio­
cultural circumstances. To a great degree it is determined 
by the kind of work, as necessary activity, that sets it 
off. Leisure, even for those who do not work, is a function 
of work, flows from work and changes as the nature of work 
changes (Greenberg 1958), From a sociological point of 
view, leisure styles are created by the kinds of leisure 
activities that empirically tend to cluster together (Berger 
1963). A cluster of activities represents a value system.
In other words, If people engage in activities that corre­
late with each other then there may be a set of patterned 
values associated with these activities. To understand why 
groups choose to participate in certain activities rather 
than others, a researcher must Investigate the relevant 
value system that conditions social action. Although the 
Importance of work today has been questioned by some 
theorists, the writer believes work Is still a central life
1+
interest to most Americans, It is therefore logical to 
assume that work would greatly influence the recreation 
activities of people who value work.
There appears to be very little published research 
on the relationship of occupation and recreationj however, 
there seems to be a consensus that a relationship exists 
between occupation and leisure. Also, empirical evidence is 
rather limited and controversial concerning the relationship 
between occupation and recreation. In a few studies of small 
scope, a positive relationship was found to exist (Etzkom 
1967, Gerstl 1961, Stone and Taves 1958, and Clarke 1956).
In the National Recreation Study (ORRRC No, 19 1962) con­
ducted for the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Commission, there was no significant relationship between 
occupation and rate of participation in 17 selected outdoor 
recreation activities. The rate is in per capita form and 
defined as the number of separate days on which persons 12 
years and over participated in a particular activity during 
June-August i960, per each such persons in the subclass of 
population under consideration (ORRRC No. 26 1962, p, 12).
The researchers made a factor analysis of intercorrelations 
between types of outdoor recreation activities. A multi­
variate analysis of socio-economic factors associated with 
outdoor recreation was prepared by the Survey Research Center 
and presented in the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review 
Study Report No. 20. The researchers estimated the separate 
effects, while holding all other factors constant upon
5
"activity scores" of residence, education, occupation, paid 
vacation, place of residence, region, age-sex, life cycle, 
and race. An activity score was computed for each person by 
assigning values to whether participation in selected 
activities was mentioned spontaneously by respondents Inter­
viewed during the survey or only after prompting, the number 
of activities engaged in during the previous year, and 
whether such participation occurred "a few times" or "often" 
(ORRRC No, 26 1962, p. 12), In the Survey Research Center 
Study only 30 percent of the variation in activity scores 
was explained by ten independent variables, one of which was 
occupation, defined and measured in terms of the U, S,
Census classification scheme.
The controversial evidence of a work-recreatlon 
relationship led the writer to question the methodology of 
the national surveys. In these surveys the criteria for 
classification of recreation activities appeared to be in 
terms of geography (backwoods activities} water-related 
activities) and physical energy expended (passive pursuits} 
physically demanding activities).
Styles of recreation participation were recognized, 
so an attempt was made to group activities by cultural 
context that would correspond to the previously mentioned 
classification schemej however, the authors of the National 
Recreation Survey Report indicated considerable reappraisal 
was needed to redefine the cultural contexts (ORRRC No, 19 
1962, p, 81), In the opinion of the writer, the cultural
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context scheme was forced to fit the geography-energy scheme 
and the result left something to be desired. Each recrea­
tion activity was considered a behavioral system. It was 
assumed by the researchers that commitment of a person to an 
activity was related to the ratio between input necessary to 
participate and the rewards he perceived receiving as a 
result of participation (ORRRC No. 19 1962, p. 5). Several 
social factors such as time required to engage, monetary 
costs of engaging, level of physical activity Involved, 
level of' skill required, level of prestige or status achieved 
through participation, and level of continuous learning 
enabled by participation presumed to motivate participation 
in the activity were considered in the analysis.
After reviewing the literature, the writer was con­
vinced a different research approach might produce different 
results from those presented by the national surveys, A 
basic assumption was made that a person's occupation affects 
his choice and style of recreation. Since previous research 
revealed little about potentially relevant variables in a 
work-recreation study, the problem was to create a design 
that would reveal these variables and their configurations.
In this way the nature of a work-recreation relationship 
could be explored.
An examination of the relationship between selected 
occupations and recreation patterns has a potential for con­
tributing to the development of role-theory, recreation 
theory, the sociology of work, sociology of leisure and the
sociology of knowledge. In particular, the results of the 
study may lend empirical support to the thesis that roles 
are structured In such a way as to create a straln-toward- 
consistency. The possible deterministic or conditioning 
property of occupation, occupational role, or occupational 
milieu may become evident and thus lay the foundation for a 
study of greater magnitude and complexity that causally 
relates occupation to recreation. Such research may indi­
cate that an occupation factor has predictive value which 
can be used to assess outdoor recreation potential. Knowl­
edge of the meaning that recreation activities have for 
people in a particular occupational category would enable 
the recreation planner to design better facilities to meet 
the varieties of recreationists’ needs. Data on differential 
participation, frequency and preference for vp.rious recrea­
tion activities would obviously benefit the recreation 
planner in achieving greater efficiency and service.
This study is an inquiry about values. Values serve 
as criteria for goals. They legitimize action and precede 
choice. What people do in their freest time suggests what 
is important to them. An attempt was made to learn more 
about why people spend their freest time in certain activi­
ties rather than in others and how occupation and/or 
occupational milieu facilitates or obstructs the efforts of 
men to find in their freest time the moral satisfactions 
which value systems must provide. Knowledge of opposite or 
similar value systems in work and leisure should prove
8
Illuminating in understanding the effect of occupation on 
behavior. Such data will benefit students interested in the 
sociology of leisure. With respect to the sociology of 
knowledge, the results from this study should give some 
insight into the basic theoretical problem peculiar to this 
specialty. How do the objective positional features of a 
social category help to account for its distinctive, 
patterned orientation toward events outside its normal role 
responsibilities?
Recreation theorists may benefit from the new 
classification scheme used in the study. To the writer's 
knowledge, recreation activities have not been analyzed in 
terms of structural dimensions as presented by Frederick 
Bates and Alvin Bertrand, This new scheme allows an objec­
tive empirical sociological comparison between recreation 
activities. Gross recreation categories can be broken down 
into more meaningful and manageable parts. The analysis of 
recreation activities from a role-theory perspective lends 
itself well to comparative studies, for much interaction can 
be viewed in terms of role relationships.
Generalizations of a theoretical nature can be made 
from this study. If a strain-toward-conslstency exists 
empirically between the structure of work and recreation in 
the present study, this theoretical finding may be used 
profitably to guide and interpret future studies in which 
work and leisure are the focus of inquiry.
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General Objectives and Specific Objectives
of the Study
The general objective In mind for this study was to 
explore and describe the work and recreation behavior of 
persons in the structurally distinct occupations of pro­
fessor, industrial chemist and dentist. Specific objectives 
were to determine: (1) the work and recreation value
patterns of persons In these occupations, (2) the type and 
frequency of outdoor recreation participated in by persons 
in these occupations, (3) the structural dimensions of roles 
and norms related to selected recreation activities,
(4) the leisure values of persons in these occupations,
(5) the length of time these persons have been in their
present occupation, (6) the degree of work satisfaction for 
persons in these occupations, (7) the degree of professional 
activity of persons in these occupations, (8) the kinds of 
role stress experienced by persons in these occupations,
(9) the relevant personal and social characteristics of
persons in these occupations, and (10) to contribute to the 
body of information in sociology, especially role theory.
Theoretical Approach
Sociologists are interested in patterns of social 
behavior. In order to understand these patterns they are 
concerned with the characteristics of a social phenomenon, 
the social processes through which a social phenomenon 
occurs, and the causative factors that activate the processes
10
which structure behavior. To facilitate the understanding 
of human behavior, several theoretical models were developed 
by sociologists. In this study one model Is uscdi the 
social system model as developed by Bates and Bertrand from 
a role-theory perspective, A description of this model and 
how it is used In the study follows.
Social System Model
A social system Is a bounded set of Interrelated 
activities that together constitute a single social entity 
(Hall and Fagan 1956, p, 18-28), The primary feature of the 
social system model Is Its emphasis on the totality of the 
system. All parts of the system are interdependent and thus 
interlinked with one another through mutual dependencies. 
Parsons and Shlls (1951, p, 195) and Bertrand (1 9 6 7 , p, 25) 
state that In a social system there must be a plurality of 
people in interaction directed toward attaining a goal and 
guided by patterns of structured and shared symbols and 
expectations. To the extent that actors in recreation 
behavior met these requirements they were viewed as members 
of a social system. The existence of a linkage between work 
and recreation patterns has its theoretical underpinnings in 
system theory. The relevant systems in this study a r e »
(1) immediate recreation group in which the subject under 
study holds membership at the time he is on vacation, (2) 
the total formal work organization to which the subject 
under study belongs, and (3) the smaller formal and informal
11
groups within the formal work organization to which the 
subject under study belongs.
Social systems are made up of structural elements.
The most basic unit of structure Is the norm which Is 
defined by Bates (1956, p, 313) as required or acceptable 
behavior In a given situation.
Roles are the second unit of structure of social 
systems, A single role Is made up of several related norms, 
all of which are dedicated to the same function (Bates 1956, 
p. 313). In Bertrand’s theoretical scheme, roles are the 
key to social organization and structure. Since roles inter­
link with other roles, they are viewed as vehicles through 
which information travels within and between social systems. 
The dynamics of systems is basically the dynamics of their 
roles and the norms which make them up (Bertrand, unpublished 
manuscript).
The third basic structural unit is the status- 
position (Bertrand, unpublished manuscript). This unit 
represents the place where an actor can be located In a 
social system. It is the largest analytical unit which is 
subsumed in a micro-level analysis. In other words, status 
positions are components of social structure which fall Just 
below the level of social systems. The smallest social 
system must have at least two actors in two status positions 
and each position has at least one role reciprocal to a role 
in the other position.
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A fourth analytical concept is "situs” and applies 
to complex organizations (multi-group structures). It is 
the summation of an actor's status within a complex organi­
zation (Bertrand, unpublished manuscript). In this study, 
three occupational situs are compared; however, the nature 
of the situs are not systematically explored.
The last concept is station which is a collection of 
situs (Bates 1958). It is not used in this study for it has 
relevance only in systems of the size and complexity of 
communities and societies. The writer is concerned only 
with one complete situs and a partial one, i.e., the occupa­
tional situs of her subjects and the status position they 
occupy in their vacation recreation group. The analysis is 
actor-centered. In other words, the writer wishes to see 
how the actor is related structurally to his membership 
groups.
The structural make-up of a social system is of such 
a nature that an internal dynamic is produced. William 
Graham Sumner (1906, p. 5) introduced the phrase "strain of 
improvement and consistency" to help describe this motion.
He thought folkways strain toward better adaptation of means 
to ends as long as the adaptation is so imperfect that pain 
is produced. Folkways are also subject to a strain of con­
sistency with each other; they are geared to reinforce 
rather than conflict within a system. Bates (1956, 1967) 
developed this notion and postulated a straln-toward- 
conslstency or adjustment between the various roles composing
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a position, the various positions forming a social group or 
complex organization, and situs that form an actor's station. 
These postulates are based on the assumption that psychologi­
cal tension is aroused in actors who occupy positions 
containing Inconsistent or maladjusted roles. Furthermore, 
Bates assumed that actors will act to reduce tension.
Tension in individual actors furnish the "motive" power 
which creates change in positions.
Norms and roles are Important structural dimensions 
which can be studied and measured objectively. Some of 
these dimensions are used to describe the various recreation 
activities selected for study. They a r e « structural dis­
tance, range of reclprocality, boundary orientation, 
temporal span, tolerance range, perceived importance to 
group survival, and clarity (Bates 1962} Bertrand, unpub­
lished manuscript). An elaboration of each dimension is 
appropriate.
Structural Distance.— This dimension refers to the 
number of structural boundaries which separate a given norm 
or role from a second norm or role. The most proximal roles 
would be two roles in one position played by one actor toward 
another actor within the same group. In a hunting situation, 
an actor who plays various roles associated with being a 
partner enacts first order roles because there is Just one 
other actor (his hunting partner) to which he relates in 
these role capacities.
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The second order of distance would be two roles, 
part of one position, played by an actor toward others 
within his own group. Take, for instance, a water-skiing 
group. If an actor relates to one member as signal giver 
(skier to pilot) and to another as performer (skier to boat 
passengers), then that actor would be enacting a second order 
role. Next in order of distance would be two roles played 
by the same actor, but in two groups within the same complex 
organization. In many industrial corporations there are 
recreation facilities for use by employees. Should an 
employee participate as a member of an employee recreation 
group, his roles of team member and foreman would constitute 
a fourth order structural distance.
Range of Reclprocallty.--All roles are linked to 
other roles by specific types of ties that produce a partic­
ular type of relationship, A reciprocal relationship is 
such a particular type. It occurs when the performance of 
one role implies and requires the performance of a second 
role. Range of reclprocallty refers to the number of alter 
roles articulated by an ego role. To illustrate, consider 
two actors paddling a two-seater canoe. The roles of canoer 
are reciprocally related to only one alter role in only one 
other position. In another situation, say a baseball game, 
the authority role of the coach is reciprocally related to 
every other actor on the team. It should be apparent from 
these examples that roles vary in their range of
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reclprocallty. To permit role comparison and measurement, 
Bates (1962) classified roles of varying reclprocallty range 
Into three types 1 unilateral, multilateral, and omnllateral. 
A role which has only one alter role paired with It is a 
unilateral role? a role having several roles within the same 
group with which It is paired Is a multilateral role; and a 
role paired with all status-positlons In a group is an 
omnllateral role.
Boundary Orientation.— Another structural dimension 
of roles relates to the boundaries of various classes of 
social systems. Some roles apply solely within the bound­
aries of a group (social system) whereas others include 
norms which cannot be followed without participation In 
outside groups. Roles played totally within the boundaries 
of a single group are termed Intramural; those played 
between systems are termed extramural. An example of intra­
mural roles would be the various roles played by a 
recreation camp group In a wilderness setting. In contrast, 
a sightseeing tour group would include positions with 
several roles that are extramural In nature such as patron 
of numerous concessions, listener, and citizen.
Temporal Span.— All elements of social structure 
have periods of Inactivity or latency. Bertrand points out 
(unpublished manuscript) that actors do different things at 
different times and have periods when they do relatively 
nothing. Since norms and roles apply at times and not at
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others, It is possible to think of classifications based on 
the degree of activity of a given social unit. To illus­
trate this dimension, consider the time differences in 
picnicking and mountain climbing behavior.
Tolerance Range.— Behavior can vary within certain 
limits and still be approved by members of a given social 
system because roles vary in degree of structure. The range 
of permissiveness would depend upon the social system. For 
instance, a group of technical mountain climbers must follow 
carefully their pre-arranged route, perform definite tasks 
with particular tools, respond to emergencies in particular 
ways, and dress in a rather rigidly prescribed way. Little 
deviation of norms is tolerated for the risk of death is too 
prominent. A contrasting recreation activity would be the 
picnic where there is a wide range of norms pertaining to 
the selection of food, how it is to be eaten, what should be 
worn, etc.
Perceived Importance to Group Survival.— This 
dimension is allied to but distinct from the tolerance 
range. The difference is a matter of emphasis. The toler­
ance range of norms and roles refers to the deviation from a 
mode that will be tolerated. On the other hand, dimension 
of perceived Importance to group survival refers to the 
severity of the sanction which applies for deviance from 
acceptable standards. Violation of folkways Incurs less 
disfavor from members of a group than violation of mores.
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For instance, It is a cardinal sin for a hunter to point a 
gun at another person, but if he should fail to wear the 
traditional red hunting cap, he only commits a folkway 
violation. In this study, positions in a recreation group 
are typed according to the number of "critical" norms and 
roles found within their structure.
Clarity or Consensus.--The last structural quality 
of a norm and role to be discussed refers to the clarity or 
consensus of structural units. Norms and roles may be 
interpreted differently by members of the same group. 
Ambiguity in interpretation may result from vagueness in 
norm or role definition! the norm or role may be in its 
initial formative stage or an actor may be unsure as to 
whether or not the norm or role applies to him. A recrea- 
tlon activity like sailing, with a considerable body of 
tradition behind it, would more than likely be characterized 
by greater clarity of norms and roles than the new recrea­
tion activity of spear-fishing.
In order to understand the structure of recreation 
systems, the nature of role relationships must be discussed. 
According to Bates (i960) there are two main types of role 
relationships! role reclprocallty and role conjunctlvallty. 
As mentioned previously, role reclprocallty exists when the 
performance of one role implies and requires the performance 
of a second role. Two roles involved in such a relationship 
represent two specialized aspects of the same functional
18
process. Role reclprocallty exists when there are two 
positions held by two different actors who have a reciprocal 
role relationship within the context of an elementary social 
system. In a reflexive relationship there Is only one 
actor. In role conjunctlvallty, linkage of structures such 
as communities and societies Is accomplished. A conjunctive 
role Is not reciprocal to another role, but Is played In 
conjunction with other roles. Each role is designed to 
produce a function for Its particular system, which Is 
separate In structure and function from the system of the 
first role. In other words, two goals are involved. All 
conjunctive relations rest on a foundation of reciprocal 
relations. As with role reclprocallty, role conjunctiv- 
ality may be bilateral or reflexive,
A role-theory perspective of structural stress is 
used in this study to explore the nature of a work- 
recreation interrelationship. It is the implied hypothesis 
of the writer that actors In different organizational 
settings have different occupational situs and thus have 
different tensions which may be reduced through certain 
recreation experiences.
Bates (1968) and Bertrand (unpublished manuscript) 
recognize two basic observations that are pertinent to the 
analysis of deviant behavior within specific behavioral 
settingsj (1) stress-straln in human behavior arises when 
the elements contained within the structure of culture, 
personality or situation become Internally disorganized or
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Inconsistent, (2) stress-strain In human behavior arises 
when the contents of one of these three sets of variables 
becomes Inconsistent or Incompatible with the contents on 
one or more of the remaining variables.
Deviant behavior at the role level has occupied the 
attention of numerous social psychologists and sociologists. 
In this study, the writer Is concerned with the reaction of 
Individual actors to their work situation as well as struc­
tural problems that effect functioning of social systems, A 
discussion of the pertinent types of role stress as devel­
oped by Nix and Bates (1962) and Bertrand (unpublished 
manuscript) follows.
Role Conflict.— is a condition of stress within the 
cultural structure of social systems which arises because of 
Inconsistency between and among the various norms comprising 
the system. Rapid social change, faulty socialization of 
actors and lack of norm consensus may produce such incon­
sistency of norms within systems. There are two types of 
role conflictt moral and behavioral, A moral conflict 
exists when one norm tends to evoke behavior which Is im­
moral, taboo, unethical, or Improper by the standards of a 
second norm. An example would be the doctor who charges 
more than he should because a client Is covered by Medicare 
Insurance. In a role conflict which Is behavioral in nature, 
the second norm negates the first norm. This might occur 
among the industrial chemists where the norm of his
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profession Is to develop the chemistry discipline but the 
norm of the company prohibits the publishing of secret data.
Role Incongruity.— emanates from the cultural 
structure. This stress occurs when a situation develops 
where the formal rewards are Inconsistent and/or the formal 
and Informal attributes of actors' roles are not reconcil­
able. In the work of Pellegrln and Bates (1959)# they state 
the formal rewards of certain occupations are associated 
with such things as pay, power, functional importance, and 
prestigej Informal attributes refer to the ranking which 
society places on these same formal role attributes. The 
teacher with high functional importance, and low prestige, 
is the classic illustration.
Role Frustration.— is found when an actor Is unable 
to fulfill a role In the way he would like or others expect 
him to. Bertrand (unpublished manuscript) states that this 
type of stress occurs when situation factors make the play­
ing of a role according to Ideal expectations impossible.
This would surely be the case of the professor who must work 
In conditions such as a heavy-teaching load, no research 
money, little research equipment, and inadequate personnel 
help which are adverse to his professional development. It 
is Bates’ (1968) thesis that role frustration Is more likely 
to occur In certain occupations than others.
Role Superfluity.--occurs when the cultural
21
structure, personality, and situation are maladjusted simul­
taneously (Nix and Bates 1962), Role expectations are 
greater than an actor can fulfill because for some reason 
peers and members of reference groups develop erroneous 
assumptions regarding the capabilities of the actor 
(Bertrand, unpublished manuscript). Should clients place 
undue faith in the ability of a dentist to repair neglected 
teeth, the actor in the position of dentist would probably 
experience role superfluity.
Role Boredom.— is experienced when an actor is 
assigned a role that does not challenge his behavioral 
capacity. It Is the opposite condition of role superfluity.
A classic illustration is the bench chemist who engages in 
simple and repetitious tasks.
Other Terms Pertinent to the Study
Some of the concepts used In the study are very 
complex, not readily distinguishable and have been used by 
theorists and researchers in a variety of ways. For this 
reason those ambiguous concepts heretofore not explained are 
presented.
Leisure
Leisure has been perceived in the following ways.
It has been defined as free-time (Scheuch 1962} Nash 1962 j 
Green 1964), as a special type of activity associated with 
the cultivation of the self (Kaplan i960), as action rather
than time that may or may not be recreative (Clarke 1956); 
Berger 1963; Riesman and Bloomberg 1963)# find a state of 
mind (de Grazla i960). In this study leisure Involves those 
activities whose normative content renders them most Impor­
tant to men, those things that they want to do for their own 
sake, or those things that they feel ethically (as distin­
guished from expediently) constrained to do (Berger 1963#
P .  29), It can be seen from this definition that what may 
be leisure for one person may not be leisure for another. 
Also, the conventional dichotomy of work and leisure is 
absent in this definition. Work time can include leisure 
activity and what may occur in leisure time may indeed be 
work for someone. In the opinion of the author it seems 
most occupations would be characterized by leisure and work 
aspects. A professor may hate to concern himself with 
administrative details or teach freshman English, but he 
does them because he wants to keep his Job. For him, these 
tasks are "chores" or "work" because he subjectively defines 
these duties as obligatory in an expedient sense. On the 
other hand, this same professor may feel morally (not 
expediently) obligated to publish and attend society 
meetings. He may enjoy tremendously his Chaucer seminar.
For him, these activities are leisure in nature. The 
opposite situation may be true for another professor. This 
particular perspective may help to explain why people in 
certain occupations pursue their "work" with much fervor yet 
reap few objective rewards, i.e., the small-time entertainer,
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teacher, and seasonal park rangers. It also helps to explain 
why some dedicated persons In secure financial status are 
reluctant to take vacations. The filmmaker Kubrick enjoys 
his work so much that he does not feel any need to take a 
vacationj his work is his play (Newsweek. 1972). This 
perspective also allows the housewife and retiree a choice 
in work and leisure.
Recreation
Recreation refers to any enjoyable activity in which 
the participant voluntarily engages and from which he 
receives Immediate satisfactions. Recreation is a form of 
leisure but has the extra stipulation of being wholesome, 
constructive and socially acceptable. At its best, recrea­
tion is recreative, i.e., in recreation, a person gains new 
vigor and strength. It also provides a change of focus 
(Stone 1967, p. 22 j Carlson, Deppe and MacLean 1963# P. 7i 
Meyer and Brlghtblll 1964, p. 32).
Social Values
Social values are shared agreements among the mem­
bers of a social organization as to what is desirable or 
undesirable in social life (Olsen 1968, p. 57).
Social Group
A social group is made up of the individuals occupy­
ing two or more status positions, each of which is linked to 
every other position in the group by role reciprocity which
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Is characterized by recurrent Interaction over a period of 
time and directed toward the attainment of a common goal 
(Bertrand, unpublished manuscript).
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The writer carefully reviewed literature pertaining 
to the general subjects of sociology of work, the sociology 
of leisure, recreation and outdoor recreation. Specific 
attention was directed to sociological studies and philo­
sophical commentaries that focused on the interrelationship 
of work and leisure and/or recreation. Behavioral science 
studies of chemists, dentists, and academicians were reviewed 
for their direct relevance to the study. Comparative 
occupational and leisure studies were read for their 
indirect methodological significance, A discussion of the 
more pertinent literature relating work and leisure, work 
and recreation, and work and outdoor recreation follows.
Work and Leisure
One approach a researcher can take to investigate 
the nature of a work-leisure/recreatlon relationship is to 
examine the objective consequences work and leisure activity 
have for a social system. Another approach is to examine 
the subjective relations of work and leisure. Both dimen­
sions of this social phenomenon are reviewed.
Function of Work and Implications for Leisure
According to Slocum (1966, p, 19) the functions of
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work are six-fold, (1) Work Is a source of subsistence,
(2) Work regulates activities. The rhythm of work, 
including the sequence of activities during the day, week, 
month, and seasons, affects not only the activities of a 
worker while employed on the Job, but also his participation 
in leisure activities, Hiller and Form (1951» P* 115) take 
a rather extreme position in that they believe work to be 
not part of life, but literally life itself. They contend 
that the impact of work routines is found in almost every 
aspect of living and even in the world of dreams and uncon­
scious fantasies, Caplow (195^. P. 12^) and Becker (1951) 
also emphasize the influence of work on extraoccupational 
activities, Gerstl (1961) and Clarke (1956) found empirical 
evidence to support this somewhat deterministic property of 
occupation in a comparative study of occupational groups and 
leisure activities. When one considers the differently 
structured occupations of dentist, doctor, nightclub enter­
tainer, public relations manager, and milkman, it is not 
difficult to see how the leisure activities of the persons 
in these occupations are permitted and restricted by work 
conditions. However, in the writer|s opinion, it does not 
seem likely that occupation, per se, could be used as a 
predictor of leisure activities when persons in comparable 
occupations with respect to work rhythm and social class are 
contrasted.
(3) Work provides patterns of associations (Slocum
1966, p. 20), Slocum thinks the favorable sentiments people 
develop for each other In the employment system results in a 
continuation of the Interaction into the non-work sphere. 
According to Gerstl (1961), tasks, work setting, and work 
commitments seem to shape secondary attachments. Beyond 
membership in professional associations, Gerstl found that 
dentists tend to participate across and down the social 
class scale where they meet potential patientsj admen par­
ticipate across and up (community-wide civic organizations 
and country clubs) where they keep in touch with clientsj 
professors, with ambiguous bosses and no clients or custo­
mers, tend to avoid nonprofessional contacts. If these 
patterns of association are Interpreted by Slocum to Include 
both secondary and primary relationships, Dubin (1956) may 
have contrary evidence. He found, in his study of industrial 
workers, that the workplace is not the breeding ground for 
preferred informal human relationships. In fact 90 percent 
of his sample preferred primary interactions with fellow men 
elsewhere than on the Job, It appears Dubin views the 
Informal group and the primary group as the same thing. In 
the writer's opinion this is not warranted. For instance, a 
person can share a coffee break with other co-workers and 
still not share the intimacy that characterizes the primary 
group. An informal group certainly has the potential for 
becoming a primary group, but this potential may not be 
realized. It is clear, however, that patterns of association
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outside the work place are not necessarily a function of 
work.
(4) The provision of a meaningful life experience 
Is another function of work conceptualized by Slocum (1966, 
p. 20). He contends that a job gives a person a point of 
reference that helps him to interpret other aspects of 
experience and to integrate his personality. A number of 
theorists and researchers support Slocum. Greenberg (1958, 
p. 40) states that work has become the main business of life 
and the ground of reality for all classes of industrial 
society. Taylor (1968, p. 431) and Dibble (1967) emphasize 
the importance of ideas men hold about their work. In their 
opinion, ideas are among the most important forces in the 
direction of the totality of living. In a national study, 
Morse and Weiss (1962) find that for most men, having a job 
serves functions other than the one of earning a living.
Even if men have enough money to support themselves, they 
still want to work. It is work that gives men a feeling of 
being tied into the larger society. Miller and Form (1951, 
p. 122) conclude that the attitudes workers have toward 
their labor basically affect their outlook on life.
Opposing evidence and theories to the ones presented 
are found in the works of Dubin (1956), Mead (1958), Riesman 
(1958), Tilgher (1962), and Mills (1953). Dubin (1956) says 
work and the work place are not central life interests for 
industrial workers. Mead (1958) believes the home has 
become the reason for existence, Riesman (1958) suggests
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that there is a general decline in zest for work. Like 
Mead, he thinks Americans are becoming more family-oriented 
and less work-oriented. Tilgher (1962) makes no mention of 
Americans becoming more family-oriented, but he opines that 
the work-ethic is being replaced by a religion of recreation, 
pleasure and amusement. He refers to the Modern Era as the 
Age of Sport.
In his evaluation of white-collar workers, Mills 
(1953» P. 25*0 questions the positive meaning work might 
have for this occupational category. He writes that white 
collar workers appear to be often estranged from work asso­
ciates due to intense status competition at work. The basis 
for status seems to be found in leisure rather than work 
because in leisure, status aspirations and claims would more 
easily be realized. It is obvious from the literature that 
this function of providing a meaningful life experience must 
be qualified in some way,
(5) Another function of work is that of providing 
Identity (Slocum 1962, p. 20). Taylor (1968, p. 286) brings 
out the function of identity in a career frame of reference. 
As a person moves through the several stages of a career the 
adult-identlty changes with the social position. Personality 
is thus shaped by the experiencing of and the movement 
through careers. Empirical support for this idea is 
reported in a study of executives and supervisors (Pellegrin 
and Coates, 1956).
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(6) The last function of work is that of determin­
ing social status (Slocum 1966, p. 20), Apparently most 
theorists who specialize in the sociology of work take this 
position. However, students of stratification are more 
cautious in their generalizations about the deterministic 
properties of work. Occupation is an important but not 
always deterministic variable of social status.
Function of Leisure and Implications for Work
A review of the literature indicates a lack of con­
sensus on the concept "leisure," This lack of consensus 
accounts in part for the wide range of functions attributed 
to leisure. In this study, Berger's definition (1962, p, 29) 
of leisure is used. He defines it as those activities whose 
normative content renders them most important to men, those 
things that men want to do for their own sake or those things 
that men feel ethically (as distinguished from expediently) 
constrained to do.
Stone (1967) and Berger (1963) do not view leisure 
and work in dichotomous terms. Leisure activities Include 
both work and play, but Stone says the play element is the 
most Important. In work there is a narrowing, a focusing, a 
contraction of faculties, a concentration and an acuteness 
of consciousness while in leisure there is a widening of 
consciousness, an unfocusing, a broadening and expanding, a 
greater diffusion of the consciousness (Stone 1967), 
Sociologists and anthropologists of the functionalist school
recognize play as universal among people. According to 
Stone play functions to Increase life's meaning. Play Is 
voluntary, not compulsoryi It Is enjoyable, relaxing, 
refreshing, and creative. The basis of the creative urge Is 
Imagination which is the essential Ingredient In play. 
Furthermore, the distinguishing characteristic of recreation 
Is play and the unique contribution that recreation can make 
to life in a leisure-oriented society is play. Stone advo­
cates the recreative use of leisure time that results In 
fullness of life for all. Stone does not view play and 
recreation synonymously, although the terms are not distin­
guished in the article. Some theorists recognize play as 
the more frivolous of the two termsj others restrict It to
the leisure activities of children. Most theorists seem to
use the terms synonymously. Therefore, when Stone says 
recreation contributes play to society, It is difficult to 
interpret Just what this means. The implication is that 
recreation Includes more than play, for if it is the same 
thing as play, his statement would be a tautology,
Klausner (1969) apparently views work and leisure in 
dichotomous terms, which results in a more restricted func­
tion of recreation as a leisure activity. In his opinion, 
recreation contributes to the life of non-occupatlonal 
social groupings and derives Importance from the part that 
such subsocieties play in the entire social fabric. The
writer questions this opinion for it is obvious from the
literature that work organizations purposely design
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recreation programs for their employees In order to maximize 
profits and promote employee cooperation. In the academic 
world It would seem that theorists In various disciplines 
purposely "play" with concepts and experience recreation. A 
person can only recreate when he engages in a leisure 
activity, but leisure activities are not confined to those 
done in non-work time. Therefore, recreation may contribute 
to the life of occupational and non-occupational groupings.
A common theme in the literature is that recreation 
functions to help people cope with or reduce the strains of 
ordinary life. Doell and Fitzgerald (195*0 suggest this 
when they state that recreation is believed by many to be 
one of the greatest antidotes for unsocial behavior, 
debauchery, depressed mentality, and poor health. This idea 
may go back to Spencer or even to Aristotle. Spencer thought 
that people who have excess energy find an outlet in play.
It may serve a compensatory function because through play 
many satisfactions may be obtained which would otherwise be 
impossible. Aristotle's catharsis theory is that play 
serves as an outlet for confined emotions, a release for 
feelings which might otherwise remain suppressed and harmful 
(Meyer and Brlghtblll 196*+. p. 30). Freudian psychologists 
would have us believe competitive games provide an outlet 
for aggression instinct/drives (Robbins 1955* P. 29).
There seems to be agreement in the literature that 
the seeking of beauty, the desire to express, and the wish to 
create have all developed concurrently through time with the
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growth of leisure. Painting, music, literature, the dance, 
drama, games, and sports are all traceable to early civili­
zations and, either directly or Indirectly, to the hours 
during which man was temporarily liberated from his daily 
work (Meyer and Brightblll 196**, P» 5). It was Huizinga's 
thesis (1950, p. 173) that,
Ritual grew up in sacred playj poetry was born and 
nourished on play 1 music and dancing were pure play. 
Wisdom and philosophy found expression in words and 
forms derived from religious contests. The rules of 
warfare, the conventions of noble living were built up 
on play patterns. Therefore . . . civilization arises 
In and as play and never leaves It.
It may be surmised that an important function of leisure
activity/recreation/play is that of satisfying the derived
aesthetic, self-expression and creative needs of man.
The last function of leisure/recreation that can be 
inferred from the literature concerns the socialization 
process. This Is the process by which a human is made Into 
a person and becomes a functioning member of a social group. 
It is through the socialization process that an Individual 
acquires a personality. According to Meyer and Brightblll 
(196**, p. 37) recreation contributes to the development of a 
well-integrated personality In the following ways. People 
who recreate enjoy what they are doing and this brings happi­
ness to them. The world of recreation is an open-ended 
concourse for "satisfying" experiences of many kinds. 
Recreation often affords the individual to approach, if not 
attain a kind of balance men seek with their environment. 
Competitive needs can be met through recreation. The
34
building of character Is attributed In part to recreation. 
Physical recreation, if not overdone, is essential to good 
health. Lastly, recreation affords a person to be completely 
free. Regimentation, intolerance, obligation, coercion, 
compulsion, and rejection are not characteristic of recrea­
tion. This freedom affords man a chance to gain and preserve 
dignity.
It is perhaps apparent to the reader that Meyer and 
Brightblll are not social scientists but social actlonists. 
They have already established in their minds what the "good
j
life" is and wish to direct people to it. To be free is 
part of the "good life," however, it is axiomatic in 
sociology that men are never free to do what they wish. A 
person who participates in a recreation activity is subject 
to norms. Indeed, it is the thesis of this study that 
recreation activities are structured. The range of recrea­
tion choices is even made for man by his culture or sub­
culture. An individual may "feel" free in his choice and 
performance of activity because he has internalized the 
norms associated with it to such a degree that any feeling 
of constraint is absent. The fact that recreation is not 
randomly performed, but structured, makes recreation studies 
amenable to sociological analysis,
A review of the functions of work and leisure/ 
recreation/play points out the close relationship between 
work and leisure. Some of the very functions of work are 
also found through leisure such as increasing life's
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meaning, providing patterns of association, and providing 
identity and social status. Similarly the functions of 
leisure discussed could conceivably be functions of work 
such as enjoyment, happiness, satisfaction of the competi­
tive, creative, self-expression needs, building of character, 
and good health. Leisure activities sometimes function to 
compensate for shortcomings experienced in work. At other 
times or in other situations people pursue leisure activi­
ties that complement or extend their work activities. The 
same leisure activity may even be compensatory and comple­
mentary.
It is apparent that the boundaries of recreation 
cannot be circumscribed because recreation has no single 
form. Whether or not an activity is recreation depends upon 
the motive or incentive of the participant which is a sub­
jective interpretation. If a person is motivated by the 
desire to enjoy or the realization that the result of such 
participation will be personally satisfying to him, the 
action is likely to be recreation (Meyer and Brightblll 196^, 
p. 33). Since work may include elements of recreation/play 
and leisure activities may include some work characteristics, 
it may be concluded that a meaningful study of leisure 
cannot be made without also inquiring about the relationship 
of leisure to work. Understanding of work relationships 
should enhance the understanding of leisure relationships 
and vice-versa.
This Is not to say that a study of all work rela­
tionships will yield equal Information that can be used to 
Investigate and understand leisure patterns. Similarly, a 
study of leisure patterns may not yield equal information 
about work patterns. This would be so because some people 
are Indifferent to their work. Working is likened to eating 
or sleeping. It is something people ordinarily do in life.
In this circumstance, of what value would work knowledge have 
for a researcher who is interested in understanding leisure 
patterns? If people Just want to pass the time of day in 
their leisure, of what value would this be in understanding 
work relationships? The interrelationship of work and 
leisure would probably be more clear in situations where 
there is a definite positive or negative affinity for work.
It would also seem that the nature of such an interrelation­
ship would be more easily recognized in a situation where a 
person is so committed to his work that he cannot differen­
tiate his work from his leisure as in the case of some 
professionals and business executives. In this regard, it 
is hypothesized that actors who feel morally bound by their 
work and who value their work predominately for its intrinsic 
worth will be characterized by a greater transference of work 
values and structural patterns to recreation pursuits than 
those actors who do not define their work as such.
Meaning of Work and Implications for Leisure
The various influences that affect a person's
evaluation of work are the socio-cultural system, unique 
social experiences, general group experiences, and the nature 
of occupational roles (Slocum 1966, p. 8). Bertrand (unpub­
lished manuscript) would Include the personality as well, 
Taylor (1968, p, 395) states that some people work primarily 
for monetary rewards while others do not. Work as a way of 
life Is measurably different by occupational categories.
For professionals It Is generally reported that work Is 
something of a nearly total way of life, Morse and Weiss
(1962) Indicate that the typical individual In a working- 
class occupation emphasizes the necessity for some directed 
activity which occupies his time, mind and hands. Life 
without working becomes life without anything to do. For 
persons In middle-class occupations work means something 
else. These persons emphasize the Interest to be found in 
their Jobs and the sense of accomplishment which comes from 
work well done, A life without working for them would be 
less purposeful, stimulating and challenging. These atti­
tudes toward work have implications for leisure. People of 
the working class may desire directed, planned, or organized 
leisure activities and people in middle class occupations 
who consider leisure activities as only an alternative to 
work may need highly stimulating leisure activities upon 
retirement.
The extent to which work and leisure are segmented 
in a person's life is debatable at the present time,
Rlesman and Bloomberg (1962) believe work and leisure are
becoming Increasingly indistinct. Taylor (1968, p. 11) and 
Gerstl (1961) found that some professionals are unable to 
distinguish their work from their play. De Grazia also 
Indicates this in his study of executives (i960). Research­
ers who studied blue-collar workers found work and leisure 
carefully segmented in their populations (Dubin 1956 1 
Komarovsky 1969). Lundberg and Komarovsky (1934, p. 3) 
thought all people could easily differentiate between work 
and leisure. The conflicting views are probably due to 
different definitions of the term "leisure" and to different 
populations. Gerstl defines leisure in terms of activity, 
de Grazia sees leisure as a state of mind and Dubin, 
Komarovsky, and Lundberg treat leisure as free-time.
There is much support for the idea that there is a 
relationship between the meaning of work and leisure. Fromm 
(1955). Rlesman (1958), and Bell (1959) postulate that the 
use of leisure time is directly related to the meaning of 
work. Green (1964) and de Grazia (i960) report occupational 
differences in leisure time. There was found to be a con­
stant tendency for men in higher occupational positions to 
work longer hours than those in lower positions. In the 
opinion of Green (1964, p. 174) the people who have the most 
leisure have the least resources for its creative use. The 
Implication is that those who have the least amount of 
leisure time also have a greater commitment to their work 
because they have more Interesting Jobs. It should be noted, 
however, that Blum (1953# P. 98) found in his study of meat
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packers that there is no relationship between a negative 
attitude toward work and the desire to quit on time, Berger
(1963) is interested in the normative integration of work 
and its power to command moral identification. It is his 
opinion that moral bonds are gradually being displaced from 
work and the church to leisure. Furthermore, he says this 
is being accomplished because of increased routinlzatlon in 
work situations.
In a Hamburg study by Ten Have (1962) the researcher 
confirmed his hypothesis that work and leisure are positively 
correlated with each other if the occupation offered the 
opportunity to do creative work and/or to feel responsible. 
When there is a negative connection, there is a negative 
attitude toward the work situation. Leisure activities then 
derive special meaning from the lack of meaning of the Job, 
Durant (1938, p, 25) writes of those who love their occupa­
tion ,
, , , they need not search for compensation in other 
directions; they do not require soporifics from the 
world of amusement. When they have recourse to it, it 
is not because they experience an uncontrollable urge. 
Moreover . , , they will tend to bring to such aspects 
of their lives the same attitudes and qualities of mind 
as are required and developed by their work.
The following hypotheses sum up the ideas set forth 
in the literature regarding the relationship between the 
meaning of work and leisure 1 (1 ) the meaning of work and 
leisure varies with people located differently in the socio­
economic stratification system, (2 ) the ability of people to 
separate leisure from work varies with the strength of work
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commitment, (3) the greater the commitment to work the less 
the leisure time, (4) the greater the commitment to work the 
greater the transference of work patterns to leisure activi­
ties, and (5) the less the commitment to work the greater 
the commitment to leisure activities. There seems to be 
strong support In the literature for Rlesman's contention 
(1962) that work and leisure are reciprocally related. 
However, leisure has various dimensions and not all theor­
ists view leisure in terms of time or activity not associated 
with work. For instance some theorists lump non-obligatory 
time and obligatory non-work time together and designate It 
as leisure time. Another theorist may designate only non- 
obligatory time as true leisure and call obligatory non-work 
time as quasi-lelsure, And then there Is the problem of 
"enforced" leisure common to retirees and the unemployed.
In the opinion of the writer, work and leisure may or may 
not be related reciprocally depending on the type of leisure 
In question and whether or not leisure time Is contrasted 
with work time and leisure activity with work activity.
Work and Recreation
There seems to be little In the literature that 
explicitly makes reference to work and recreation. Perhaps 
this is so because some theorists use the concepts of 
leisure and recreation Interchangeably, Neumeyer (1958» 
p. 166) asserts that occupation is but one of several vari­
ables that condition leisure and recreation, Slavson (1946,
p. 33) relates character structure and recreation. He Is 
convinced that persons will choose recreation activities that 
compensate for, organically and emotionally, the dally 
occupation In which they may be engaged. The office worker 
is likely to prefer outdoor recreation with physical outlets. 
The manual worker is likely to prefer diversions that excites 
him, but does not involve physical strain. Exceptions of 
this pattern are found among intellectuals and profes­
sionals; leisure activities are extensions of their work.
This exception is buttressed empirically by Clarke (1958).
He sought to find relationships between social status and 
leisure styles. His thesis was confirmed that leisure styles 
vary with social status as measured by occupation.
Work and Outdoor Recreation
Most of the data and commentaries that relate work 
and outdoor recreation is found in the Outdoor Recreation 
Resources Review Commission Reports (1962) and various 
forestry media. To the writer's knowledge only one study, 
to be discussed later, was designed to discover patterns of
relationships between work and outdoor recreation.
According to the findings of Mueller and Gurln (1962) 
the higher the occupational status, the higher the outdoor 
activity score (this includes urban and rural recreation 
activities). People who live in adjacent and outlying areas 
of cities participate most in outdoor recreation followed by
suburbanites and then city people.
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Mead (1962) believes there are patterns to be found 
between occupation and the type of recreation In which a 
person engages. For professionals (particularly teachers 
and professors) summer vacation is supposed to prepare them 
for better work. She notes that the proportion of farmers 
who take a vacation Is small and opines that the vacation 
may be built into the Job, For instance, the farmer has 
variety, independence, works outdoors, and has seasonal 
changes. In comparing the professionals with farmers, she 
mentions that both do what they have chosen to do. In the 
writer's opinion, this is a sweeping generalization con­
sidering the range of farmer-type occupations. It is true 
that some farmers do farm out of choice, but there are a 
number of farmers in the lower socio-economic stratum that 
do so because they have no other alternative. A specific 
example is the migrant farm laborer. With regard to pro­
fessionals and farmers having a vacation built into their 
Jobs, this is probably appropriate for only the higher socio­
economic class of farmers and specific professional 
occupations. In the main, Mead’s views suggest the compen­
satory nature of recreation, i.e., it fills the gap created 
by work. For instance, she surmises that executives and 
persons in other very responsible occupations need vacations 
from responsibility and are attracted to recreation that 
affords them freedom. These persons do not want to be 
bothered with planning and they do not want to exercise 
personal initiative. Mead believes the bureaucrat wishes
something different. He wants greater variety than he can 
find on the Job and he wants freedom from surveillance.
This view is also taken by Webber (1962) In an article about 
recreation and mental health. Apparently, there is no 
empirical evidence to support or negate this position,
A general relationship between occupation and/or 
work and outdoor recreation can be Inferred from articles by 
Smith (1962), Goode (1962), and Frank (1962), According to 
Smith (1962) industry and automation removed many of the 
opportunities for physical exercise which has consequently 
made it necessary for people to find additional ways of 
keeping fit. What may be inferred is that people in 
sedentary urban occupations who value physical fitness may 
be attracted to outdoor recreation for reasons of health, 
Goode (1962) relates the western achievement value to out­
door recreation. He postulates that this achievement value 
is now increasingly being expressed in hobbies of all kinds 
and in many forms of outdoor recreation. In his opinion, 
the leveling of social classes in terms of income is mainly 
responsible for this rather new form of status competition.
Frank (1962), in attempting to understand why there 
has been such a demand in outdoor recreation, proffers the 
idea that urbanites seek the outdoors to escape from indoor 
living and working. Noise, smog, and the barrage of mass 
media are urban conditions from which men want to flee. He 
implies that urban occupations are more stress-producing 
than rural occupations due to the physical work conditions.
To restore lost vigor and composure, people participate in 
outdoor recreation.
It Is the thesis of the writer that physical work 
conditions are but one of the stress-producing factors in a 
work situation. Personality, cultural structure, inter­
action, and other situation factors all have a part in 
explaining stress in a social structure. Personal observa­
tion of numerous recreationists over a period of years 
provides cause for the writer to question Frank's thesis 
that urbanites want to escape from indoor living and working. 
Many rural recreational centers are as congested and 
potentially stressful as any urban work center, yet many 
urban people gravitate toward these crowds. The problems of 
park planners and administrators are similar to the problems 
of city planners and administratorsj Where do you locate 
all the people and how do you manage them? What are their 
needs and how can they be met more efficiently? It is 
difficult for the writer to see how Frank's thesis explains 
the behavior of those campers who take along on their camping 
trips Indoor urban comfort paraphenalia such as portable 
televisions, radios, electric can openers, electric tooth­
brushes, electric blankets, foam mattresses, and who demand 
more and more comfort and service facilities. These same 
people ask where the golf courses, swimming pools, and tennis 
courts are and they tour with great regularity the chain 
concession shops that are situated in suburban-looking 
locations within a recreation area. One also wonders why
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camping vehicles are becoming more luxurious and why the 
super deluxe campgrounds fill up much more readily than the 
less deluxe ones. Surely it is not because people who 
frequent these campgrounds want to flee urban living.
There is some literature on specific outdoor 
recreation activities and its relation to occupation and/or 
work. The most comprehensive source is found in the various 
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission Reports, 
particularly numbers 3. 7. 19. and 20.
To the writer’s knowledge, E t z k o m  (196?) is the 
only person who expressly designed his study to get at a 
possible work-recreation relationship. In a somewhat 
limited study conducted in Los Angeles, he discovered 
wilderness campers tend to have more educational attainment 
and more possible Job achievement than those using public 
campsites. E t z k o m  speculates that the highly routine 
nature of returning regularly to the same camp in order to 
do essentially the same things over and over resembles the 
world of routine work done by lower bureaucrats and many 
foremen and workers. Challenges of wilderness camping are 
similarly related to demands of flexibility made on pro­
fessionals and business executives. This study has some 
empirical support from Stone and Taves (1958) who studied 
wilderness campers in the Quetlco-Superior area of the 
Canadian-Mlnnesota border. In their total population of ^5 
persons, nine were professors, ten were engineers and other 
trained technicians, five were business executives, and four
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were managers and proprietors. Most of the persons In this 
universe had graduate degrees.
A somewhat contrasting study Indicates clearly the 
complexity of the socio-economic variable which Is usually 
an Index of education, occupation, and Income, Burch and 
Wenger (1967) studied camping styles and report wilderness 
campers are not disproportionately more wealthy than road­
side campers. On the basis of a chi-square theoretical 
distribution, campers with less than one week of vacation 
time were overrepresented among wilderness campers and those 
with three weeks of vacation time were underrepresented. 
Furthermore, campers who hold professional and technical 
positions were more likely to camp In both wilderness and 
easy-access campgrounds than in wilderness campgrounds alone.
The results of a study of campers in a New York 
recreation area led King (1968) to conclude that occupation 
and age influence the decision to camp, and these two 
variables are stronger than income when related to camping. 
Paid vacations, as a measure of leisure, is an insignificant 
variable on the amount of camping done.
Summary and Evaluation
There are some recurring themes in the literature 
concerning the relationship between work and leisure or work 
and recreation. These themes can be conceptualized in terms 
of two somewhat related, but distinct dichotomies. One 
dichotomy can perhaps be expressed as a complementary-
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compensatory scheme. Theorists who believe people 
participate In a particular leisure activity to fill a 
psychological or social need that cannot be acquired at 
work, view leisure as compensatory in nature. Theorists who 
believe people engage in leisure activities that complement 
or extend their work Interests, view leisure as complemen­
tary.
The second dichotomy may be expressed in terms of a 
familiar-new experience scheme. An advocate of the "new 
experience" position would say people select leisure activi­
ties that are far different from the activities in which 
they participate in their normal daily life. The opposite 
position is that people prefer to do things that are similar 
to what they do at work or home. At first glance this 
second dichotomy of familiar versus new experience appears 
to be Just a different way of expressing the complementary 
versus compensatory scheme. The theoretical position of 
leisure as compensatory would seem to be the same as the 
"new experience" position and leisure as complementary would 
seem to be related or even Identical with the "familiar" 
position. In the real world a leisure activity may In fact 
be Identified as either complementary or familiar, but there 
are other cases where this would not be necessarily so. The 
writer sees the familiar-new experience dichotomy as the 
more inclusive one. Not all leisure conceptualized as 
"compensatory" would be a new experience. In the same 
manner, not all complementary leisure activities would be
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familiar. An example of a situation in which a leisure 
activity could be classified as "compensatory" and "familiar" 
may make this distinction more clear.
A person occupying a low-ranking position in a 
bureaucratic setting has very little opportunity to make 
many decisions. Perhaps this person slavishly follows the 
rules and regulations of his organization. His Job may be 
characterized as routine, inflexible, and not very responsi­
ble. Suppose this person recognizes and resents his lowly 
status. He wants to make important decisions and is thus 
led to engage in a leisure activity that enables him to feel 
importantj he plans the yearly vacation for his family. The 
itinerary is followed very closely even though he and his 
family may often wish to change the schedule because they 
become bored.
In addition to illustrating the difference between 
the two dichotomies under discussion, the above story also 
shows the theoretical shortcoming of using dichotomies to 
analyze leisure activities. Perhaps some leisure activities 
can be placed into either/or categories, but others are much 
more complex in nature and can be simultaneously a familiar 
or new experience, compensatory or complementary. It would 
all depend on what part of the activity the researcher wants 
to analyze and compare. Any activity involves many dimen­
sions i principles, materials, form, content, time, and 
space. The principles learned in chess may be the same 
learned at the negotiating table, but the application of
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these principles to a hunt may be new. An artist who uses 
the same media at work as he does at home In his leisure 
time uses familiar material, but his form would be different 
at home because there he is free from the demands of his 
clients. He may paint at home for his sole pleasure rather 
than for the market. The housewife knows how to cook and 
keep house, but performing these skills in a camp setting 
makes the experience different from what it is at home.
In the opinion of the writer, a researcher could 
always find data to support a similarity or dissimilarity 
thesis regarding the interrelationship of work and leisure.
It would depend upon the methodology used and the dimension 
being Investigated, Inconsistent findings would no doubt be 
reduced if researchers would spell out precisely what is 
being compared. In this study, the focus is on role struc­
ture and values.
Another controversial subject is the definition of a 
work relationship. Traditionally, work and leisure are 
opposed. However, the complexity of the concept "leisure" 
spurred some theorists to challenge this position. Work is 
sometimes characterized by leisure. Most theorists define 
the work relationship in terms of occupation. At the 
present time, the deterministic properties of occupation on 
leisure activities are debatable. There is empirical 
evidence for both sides. One possible reason why occupation 
does not seem to greatly influence outdoor recreation 
activities concerns methodology. Grouping of occupations
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into the familiar census scheme results in great loss of 
information due to the range of variability within groupings. 
Occupational settings would also seem to increase variabil­
ity, Possible deterministic properties of occupation are 
thus obscured. Even a single complex occupation such as 
"salesman" would be too broad to make meaningful generaliza­
tions about leisure. Rather than comparing occupations, the 
comparison of occupational roles in similar settings may 
prove to be enlightening as to possible work-leisure rela­
tionships.
In addition to recognizing the variability of occupa­
tions, a review of the literature made apparent that some 
leisure activities of different groups vary greatly in qual­
ity and style. The simple categories of "camping," 
"swimming," and "walking" obfuscate what may be important 
differences. Therefore, what are surmised to be similarities 
among groups may only be superficial similarities. For 
instance, facts about who listens to radio or watches tele­
vision can reveal nothing about cultural tastes. In other 
words, there may be quantitative similarities but qualitative 
differences,
In summary, it seems there is little question among 
theorists that work and leisure and/or recreation are re­
lated, but the nature of this relationship is controversial. 
The controversies may stem from conceptual difficulties of 
the words "leisure" and "work" and methodological
difficulties created by great variability within occupational 
groupings and style of leisure activities.
METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Research Design
This study is exploratory in nature. An effort was 
made to develop a design that would enable the researcher to 
discover the relevant work-recreation variables and their 
configurations, and thus lay a foundation for an explanatory 
study which causally relates membership in particular occu­
pations to recreation behavior. A design combining both 
descriptive and analytical aspects was chosen. The work and 
recreation patterns of persons in three structurally dis­
tinct occupations were described and compared with each 
other. Professional occupations were selected for a number 
of reasons. First, the writer thought work commitment and 
identlflcation would probably be greater among professionals 
than many non-professionals and as great as executives and 
proprietors. The nature of a work-leisure relationship 
would thus be more visible. Second, as presented in recent 
national surveys conducted for the Outdoor Recreation 
Resources Review Commission, professionals participate more 
in outdoor recreation than any other occupation group. The 
study would thus have relevance to the persons in the occu­
pation groups. Third, it was thought by the writer that the 
response rate would be greater among professionals than 
non-professionals. The fact that professionals have the
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economic opportunity and time to participate In recreation 
also entered Into the writer's decision to sample persons In 
professional occupations.
Houston, Texas, was chosen as an appropriate loca­
tion to make the study for (1 ) it Is heavily populated with 
professional people, (2 ) wilderness areas are within a short 
driving distance, and (3 ) the researcher could personally 
contact non-respondents should the need arise.
Description of the Universe
In order to contrast structurally distinct occupa­
tions and reduce the effect of social class, It seemed 
desirable to compare occupations at approximately the same 
prestige level. On the basis of the National Opinion 
Research Center's findings about occupational prestige 
ratings in 1963 (Hodge, Siegal, and Rossi 196*0 three occu­
pations were selected» the dentist, the industrial chemist, 
and the college professor. The three occupational situations 
that characterize these occupations a r e « the independent 
professional practitioner, the professional scientist In the 
corporate world, and the salaried Intellectual, Other occu­
pations were considered but rejected by the writer on various 
grounds. For Instance, the working milieu of the physician 
is difficult to pin down because some physicians are solo, 
some work in hospitals, others in partnerships, and still 
others with firms. One physician can have his own practice, 
work as a university doctor, and consult at a hospital. The
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salaries of physicians are typically much higher than college 
professors and this would make comparisons difficult since 
the researcher wanted her subjects roughly matched in socio­
economic characteristics. Lawyers were also rejected because 
of their heterogeneous work milieux. Salaried accountants 
were rejected because of their low and somewhat ambiguous sta­
tus as professionals. Furthermore, a study of the literature 
suggested that industrial accountants have a weak profes­
sional commitment and thus any membership in a professional 
accounting society would be an inadequate and nonrepresenta­
tive sampling frame for obtaining a sample of industrial 
accountants. The response rate of industrial accountants is 
also very low. The writer thought engineering would be a 
promising occupation category for there seemed to be much 
sociological data on engineers. This profession was rejected 
however, because it is too heterogenous. There is no single 
engineering society, but numerous specialized societies. The 
field of chemistry is also highly specialized but there is a 
single chemical society to which most chemists belong, i.e., 
the American Chemical Society. The fact there is a single 
all-encompassing society with which most chemists Identify 
and that sociological data were available on chemists made 
the occupation of chemists desirable. A further incentive to 
select chemists was that most chemists work in very large 
Industrial corporations.
Dentists were selected because they are a more homo­
genous group of practitioners than either lawyers or doctors.
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The great majority of dentists are solo practitioners 
rather than group practitioners. Another reason for select­
ing dentists was that sociological data were available on 
them. Also, In the dentistry profession there Is conflicting 
evidence concerning professional commitment and Job satis­
faction, This study would lend support to one of the 
existing positions.
The occupation of professor was chosen by the writer 
mainly because It has associated with it a unique work 
milieu. Other reasons were the availability of sociological 
data on college professors and personal acquaintance with 
the profession. The writer was aware of the heterogeniety 
of professors and tried to reduce It by using only full-time 
professors who were affiliated with a four-year secular 
school.
To decrease the influence of variables extraneous to 
the study, the following restrictions were placed upon the 
sampled populationi (1 ) the subject must not be of student, 
part-time, or retired status, (2 ) the subject must have been 
employed In his current profession and occupation for at 
least two years, (3) the subject must be male. The universe 
for each occupation category numbered as follows» dentists, 
820j chemists, 1 ,600> professors, 1 ,613.
Construction and Use of Instrument
A questionnaire with both structured and open-ended 
Items was constructed and mailed to randomly selected persons
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In the three occupations mentioned above. It was devised to 
ascertain the following Information* (1) the work and 
recreation value patterns of persons In the occupations of 
dentist, chemist, and professor, (2 ) the type and frequency 
of outdoor recreation participated in by persons in these 
occupations, (3 ) the role structure of selected recreation 
activities, (k) the leisure values of persons in these 
occupations, (5 ) the length of time persons have been in 
their present occupation, (6 ) the degree of work satis­
faction for persons in these occupation, (7 ) the degree of 
professional activity of persons in these occupations, (8 ) 
the kinds of role stress experienced by persons in these 
occupations, and (9 ) the relevant personal and social 
characteristics of persons in these occupations. Two 
indexes were used in the study. One was the professional 
productivity index similar to the index used by Lazarsfeld in 
his study of academic social scientists in 1958, The other 
index was designed to measure work commitment. No scales 
were used. Level of measurement was nominal and ordinal.
Collection of Data
A questionnaire was sent to 200 dentists, 200 profes­
sors employed full time in secular four-year universities, 
and 300 chemists who were selected at random and systemati­
cally from three types of sampling frames. The sampling 
frame for the dentists was the Houston Telephone Directory of 
1971; the professor frame was a current faculty list provided
by the registrars of the University of Houston and Hlce 
University. The sampling frame for the chemists was a 
regional membership list of the American Chemical Society. 
The American Chemical Society Branch Office in Houston 
randomly sampled 300 of their members for the researcher as 
it is the policy of the Society not to permit anyone access 
to their membership list. For this reason the writer 
thought a larger number of subjects was necessary because 
all members of the Society are not male or industrial 
chemists and there was no chance to contact non-respondents, 
All of the questionnaires were mailed in the months of March 
and April 1971. Follow-up letters were sent to non-respond­
ents that were not chemists. The total return for each 
occupational category was as follows 1 dentists, percent 
return (3^ percent usable); chemists, h6 percent (kl percent 
usable); professors, 63.5 percent return (56.5 percent 
usable). In actual numbers the return wast dentists, 68; 
chemists, 122; professors, 113.
Analysis of Data
The general purpose of the study was to explore and 
describe the recreation and work patterns of persons in 
three structurally distinct occupations. Nonparametric 
statistical tests were considered appropriate tools for 
analysis since no interval measurement was used and a normal 
population could not be assumed for at least one if not two 
of the populations (dentists, and chemists, respectively).
The chi-square test was used to determine the significant 
differences between two or more Independent groups when the 
data consisted of frequencies In nominal scale. It was also 
used to determine the presence of Interaction of selected 
variables. When the chi-square test was not appropriate, 
the data were presented In terms of means, percentages or 
depicted graphically. The significance level for all statis­
tical tests was ,05. For comparative purposes, the data 
were generally classified by occupation or occupational
ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF THE STRUCTURAL 
DIMENSIONS OF ROLES AND NORMS RELATED 
TO SPECIFIC RECREATION ACTIVITIES
One of the objectives of this study was to determine 
the role structure of selected recreation activities in 
which the respondents participated. It was hoped that at 
least two things would be accomplished by such an analysis. 
First, the analysis might reveal the similarity and dis­
similarity of recreation activities with respect to role 
structure and thus serve as an Impetus to develop a new 
recreation classification system. Second, the analysis 
might suggest hypotheses about the Interrelationship of 
recreation and occupation situs. The procedure and results 
of the analysis are presented in this chapter. Hypotheses 
will be presented in the chapter where occupation-recreation 
patterns are discussed and compared.
Procedure for Analysis and Comparison
Respondents were asked to rank their three favorite 
activities from a list of 18 outdoor rural recreation 
activities. Only those activities that ranked in first 
place at least 11 times or more were analyzed and compared. 
Since the activities were participated in by persons in 
recreation groups, it was possible to analyze and compare
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the various activities on the basis of five structural 
dimensions presented in Chapter I. These dimensions arei 
structural distance, range of reciprocallty, boundary 
orientation, temporal span, and perceived importance to 
group survival. The researcher did not directly test the 
remaining two dimensions, tolerance range and clarity, for 
the following reasons: (1 ) it was practical and realistic
to secure data on important norms first. These norms could 
then be subjected to tests of tolerance range and clarity.
(2) The questionnaire was a difficult one to complete. A 
longer questionnaire would have meant a lower response rate.
The operational definitions of these dimensions are 
now presented.
Structural Distance.— This dimension was measured by 
the responses to two questions. The first question was 
designed to elicit information on second and third order 
relationships whereas the second question was designed to 
get at a first order relationship as well as to test for 
range of reciprocallty. The first- question read:
A. The last time you went on a vacation in which you par­
ticipated in your favorite outdoor activity, with whom 
did you go and/or share it? (You may have more than one
answer), 1 , immediate family and/or spouse 2,__
relatives 3 , friend(s)  an organized group 5,__
hired recreationist (wrangler, cook, etc.) 6 . no one
Question two read:
B. All of the categories in question 5 except the last one, 
'no one,' can be recreation groups. Now, on this last 
vacation you took, with how many persons in your recrea­
tion group did you share your favorite activity? 1,__
all members of my recreation group 2. some members of
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my recreation group 3. one of the members of my 
recreation group 4. no one accompanied me and/or 
shared it with me
If a respondent indicated he participated with only one of
the members of his recreation group and checked a single
category in the first question (question number five on
questionnaire), a first order relationship existed. If a
single category was checked in the first question, but not
categories three or four of the second question, a second
order relationship existed. With the exclusion of categories
five (hired recreationist) and six (no one), a check of two
or more categories in the first question indicated the
presence of a third order relationship. Category five
represented a fourth order structural distance because the
respondent had to cross from one situs to another, i.e., a
recreation situs to an economic one, while remaining within
the institutional area of recreation. The term ‘'vacation"
was used to enable comparisons.
Range of Reclprocallty.--This dimension was measured 
by the responses to two questions. The first one readi
A, While participating in your favorite activity did you 
come into social contact with others outside of your 
immediate recreation group such as a tour guide, 
naturalist, concessioner, lifeguard, ticket taker, 
motel clerk, etc.?  yes  no
The second one read«
B. If yes, with about how many of these different groups 
or types of persons representing specific interests did 
you come into social contact on the first day of your 
last vacation? __1-4  5-10  11-16  17 or more
An affirmative answer to the first question was taken to 
mean the presence of extramural relationships. The four 
categories in the second question was an indication of how 
many extramural relationships were experienced on the first 
day of the vacation in which they participated in their 
favorite activity. The researcher was specific because she 
believed the number of extramural relationships would vary 
from day to day. In addition, the first day seemed to be 
the logical day for the greatest number of extramural rela­
tionships to occur and too, people would probably tend to 
remember the first day more than another day because it is 
the first day that is often fraught with the frustrations of 
getting "settled" or of awakening dormant skills.
Temporal Span.--This dimension was ascertained by 
the responses to the question, "On this vacation, what was 
the average number of hours you spent per day doing your
favorite activity? __1-2 hours  3-5 __6-8 __9 or more,"
It was apparent from the data obtained that this question 
was ambiguous to campers. The question should have read 
"in a 24-hour period," For example, by definition campers 
camp more than nine hours in a 24-hour period, but if day­
time hours are considered, three to five hours would be the 
more appropriate category. In order to make use of the 
campers' responses, the researcher adjusted the results to 
read as if the respondent replied to the question as 
actually stated.
Perceived Importance to Group Survival.--This
dimension was measured In part by the responses to an open-
ended question.
Rules of the game, or practices necessary for safety 
and enjoyment, characterize every social recreation 
activity. These rules may be written or unwritten.
Some are much more subtle than others and they do vary 
in importance. Would you list the practices of your 
favorite outdoor activity that you think are SO impor­
tant that without them you and those you share it with 
could not even participate in the activity? (These 
might be related to the special equipment, clothing, 
safety, attitude, etc.).
The original mass of data on norms could not be used as
received. It was obvious that the same norm could be
expressed in several different ways. It was also clear that
many expressed "norms" were really values in that they were
matters of collective welfare and necessarily general in
form. For instance, everyone who responded to the question
about critical norms expressed the necessity of adhering to
norms that related to the value of ecological sensitivity.
A further obstacle to using the data as given stemmed from
the problem of specificity and consensus. To illustrate,
hiking boots were deemed part of the crucial equipment of
the hiker. A cursory look at the hiker’s "costume" would
reveal to anyone that hiking boots are no doubt desirable
but unnecessary for some situations, i.e., when the hike is
a short one, the terrain is not too rough, the trail is well
cut and dry, etc.
In order to make use of the data, the writer 
attempted to reduce similar norms to a more general form,
6^
but still specific enough to classify as a norm rather than 
a value. In other words, "respect for others" is a value 
that has applicability to all recreationists. By contrast, 
"obey the rules of the specific recreation establishment" 
is a general norm rather than a value because it has appli­
cability to those who recreate at the specific establishment. 
The more general norm encompasses specific norms such as, 
"descend the staircase single file" or "do not go beyond 
this point," For comparative purposes the researcher 
thought it would be desirable to eliminate all critical 
norms that could not be used to discriminate between various 
types of recreationists. As an example, "wear appropriate 
clothing" is not discriminating enough to distinguish the 
angler from the hiker.
The ascertainment of a critical norm was arrived at 
through objective and subjective methods. The original 
responses provided objective data from which norms were 
abstracted and generalized subjectively by the researcher.
If a norm was mentioned by a respondent as "critical," then 
that particular norm was held to be by the researcher as 
potentially critical in a specific situation, but not 
critical in general, i.e., applicable to most or all situa­
tions in which the activity usually occurs. Attention was 
directed to norms mentioned more than twice. The recreation 
activities under study and their critical norms are oper­
ationally defined as followsi
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Informal Sightseelng.— This activity refers to 
looking at something of interest, the major limitation being 
that the sightseeing must be intentional. It excludes casual 
looking from car window during trip. The norm isi observe 
particular rules for sightseers.
Driving for Pleasure.— This activity includes both 
riding and driving, but excludes racing. The norms a r e «
(1 ) observe particular traffic rules for visitors, (2 ) have 
access to an operative vehicle.
Camping.— This activity is defined as living out of 
doors using for shelter a bed roll, sleeping bag, trailer, 
tent, or a hut open on one or more sides, if the person has 
his bedding, cooking equipment, and food with him. The 
norms are: (1 ) observe particular rules for campers,
(2 ) accept basic honesty of other campers with respect to 
property, (3 ) maintain a clean campsite, (^) practice sound 
conservation measures, (5 ) have access to basic camp equip­
ment.
Hunting.— This is a search for or stalking of 
animals in order to kill them for recreation purposes. The 
norms aret (1 ) observe gun-bow safety rules, (2 ) practice 
sportsmanship, (3 ) have access to basic hunting equipment, 
(4) have basic hunting skills.
Boat Fishing.--This is the taking of fish for non­
commercial purposes while in a boat. The norms arei
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(1 ) observe rules for recreation boaters, (2 ) observe par­
ticular fishing laws, (3 ) have access to basic fishing 
gear, (4 ) have access to boat, (5 ) be patient, (6 ) have 
basic angling skills.
Other Fishing.— This is also the taking of fish for 
noncommercial purposesj however, it excludes spear fishing 
and boat fishing. The norms are* (1) observe particular 
fishing laws, (2 ) practice sportsmanship, (3 ) have access 
to fishing gear, (*0 be patient, (5 ) have basic angling 
skills.
Motor Boating.— This activity refers to the recrea­
tive use of boats with motors. It excludes houseboats. The 
norms arei (1 ) observe recreation boating rules and regu­
lations, (2 ) have access to motor boat and basic equipment,
(3 ) have maintenance knowledge, (*+) boat in good weather.
Sailing.— This is the recreative use of any vessel 
with sail primarily intended to be propelled by wind. The 
norms arei (1 ) observe recreation boating rules and regu­
lations, (2 ) observe particular safety rules for sailing,
(3 ) have maintenance knowledge, (^) have access to sailboat 
and basic equipment, (5 ) sail in good weather.
Hiking.— This activity refers to walking on trails 
with or without a packi it excludes nature walks. The norm 
isi (1 ) observe particular rules for hikers.
Comparison of Recreation Activities
The various activities differed considerably In 
popularity. Some were unique In being selected as a 
favorite. The researcher selected eleven cases as the 
minimum number to consider for study. The number of times 
an activity was selected as the favorite one ranged from 11 
to 57. The role structure of the various recreation activi­
ties are presented In percentage form and depicted 
graphically in Figures 1-8, It may be observed that certain 
activities are similarly structured in an overall sense and 
that some are similar only with respect to specific 
dimensions,
General Observations.— On the basis of the limited 
data, certain groupings are suggested. One large group 
seems to consist of the activities camping, hunting, and 
''other" fishing. It is characterized by a little more than 
50 percent second order structural distancej however, there 
are third order distances present, too. In other words, 
these activities are done most in a single elemental recrea­
tion group such as a family or with friends, but there are 
some recreationists who share this activity with more than 
one group. Two families may go on a camping trip together! 
the hunter may go with his novice son and an experienced 
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Fig. 8. Boundary Orientation and Temporal Span Role Dimensions: Sail, Motorboat
An omnllateral range of reciprocality Is over­
whelmingly predominant. All campers In the recreation group 
must participate In camping, the exception being the baby or 
small child. For those who go on vacation and hunt with 
friends or family, most everyone in the recreation group 
hunts. There are 25 percent of the hunters, however, who 
do not relate to everyone In their recreation group. Many 
of the respondents who hunt selected "family" as their 
recreation group and since It Is known that hunting Is 
almost exclusively a male recreation activity (ORHRC Report 
Number 19 1962, p. 36) it is likely that the daughter or 
wife was left out of the hunt thus making the relationship 
multilateral. With "other" fishing, a similar situation may 
exist.
This group Is also marked by very few extramural 
relationships, i.e., one to four on the first day of the 
activity, although 10 percent of the campers indicated 17 or 
more. Theoretically, it seems that an actor playing the 
role of camper would have a greater number of extramural 
relationships than indicated. This is particularly so 
because of the 50 respondents who camp, 30 camp in developed 
campgrounds. Perhaps this pattern of few extramural rela­
tionships is peculiar to people in professional positions in 
that the opportunities are more open to them regarding time 
of vacation, recreation site, and choice of campground. 
Camping during the off-season, even at Yosemlte National 
Park, assures one of a choice campsite with minimum social
7?
contact. Another possibility concerns methodology. Since 
one to four extramural relationships predominate in all the 
activities except sailing, it is possible the measurement is 
inaccurate. The question designed to measure the number of 
extramural relationships may be too specific and difficult 
to answer. However, if the measurement is inaccurate, why 
does sailing differ in a very marked way from the other 
activities?
The predominant temporal span for this large group 
is three to five hours with six to eight hours a close 
second choice. The deviation of group similarity is most 
apparent on this dimension. Quite possibly the six to eight 
hours that 35 percent of the hunters and anglers take to 
engage in their respective activities includes the time it 
takes to go to and from the fishing-hunting area.
The critical norms number from four to five. There 
was a high response to the question on critical norms from 
campers, hunters, and "other" fishermen. Many respondents 
mentioned the same or similar norms which suggests a high 
degree of role and norm consensus.
Another general group consists of informal sight­
seeing and hiking. It is characterized by second and third 
order structural distances with second order distance pre­
dominating, but not to the extent of the first group. 
Evidently, people who hike and sightsee enjoy having "out­
siders" with them.
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Of the two activities that make up the group, the 
disparity Is greatest In the dimension of range of role 
reciprocality. Informal sightseers tend to have omnllateral 
relationships whereas hikers are characterized more by 
multilateral relationships. The existence of frequent 
multilateral relationships for hikers Is probably due to the 
fact that the activity may be fairly strenuous. Only those 
In excellent or good health hike to an appreciable extent 
(ORRRC Report Number 19 1962, p. 3*0. Any long hike In 
rough terrain necessarily eliminates participation by small 
children, too.
With respect to boundary orientation, It appears 
that one to four extramural relationships predominate. It 
may be noted, however, that an equal percentage (nine) of 
hikers experience five to 10, 11 to 16, and 17 or more 
extramural relationships. More than likely, those that 
experience 1? or more extramural relationships hike on 
trails that are easily accessible, and of short duration. 
Support for this contention is suggested by the temporal 
span pattern, i.e., 2k percent of the hikers take one to two 
hour hikes. Again it is found that the three to five hour 
category predominates on the temporal span dimension. Both 
hikers and sightseers do take short and long excursions too, 
but to a lesser degree.
With respect to number of critical norms, this group 
Is characterized by only one. There was a high response to 
the question designed to measure this dimension, but here is
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a case where the researcher did much reducing to get away 
from situationally critical norms. For Instance, It has 
already been mentioned that hikers and sightseers exhibit 
great variability In the time span of their activity. The 
length of a trip or hike greatly affects what kind of norms 
will operate and which norms are critical, A person can 
sightsee for two hours In uncomfortable clothingj a hiker 
can hike In sandals or tennis shoes for a limited time. If 
the sightseeing trip Is extended to eight hours, then com­
fortable clothing Is critical as would be the case with the 
hiker and his boots. Also, a sightseer may sightsee via 
mlni-bike, car, walking, boat, plane, etc. The problem Is 
to find norms critical to all informal sightseeing groups 
yet different from other recreation groups. An examination 
of the responses led the researcher to reduce all the men­
tioned norms to a single one.
Specific Observations
Through the use of the various role dimensions it is 
possible to see how the role structure of the various activ­
ities, which can be conceptualized in terms of either 
status-positlons or roles, specifically relate or differ 
from each other.
On the structural distance dimension, the role 
structure of these activities are slmllan camping, 
sailing, motorboatlng, hiking, and informal sightsee, A 
second order distance Is normative for all but one type of
recreationist, the "boat" angler, so what becomes important 
is the number of first order and third order relationships 
peculiar to the various types of activities. In this group 
there are almost as many third order relationships as there 
are second order ones and hardly any first order. Evidently 
the recreatlonists who participate in these activities enjoy 
sharing their activity with two or more groups in which they 
hold status positions. Another grouping is made up of 
respondents who "other" fish, hunt, and swim. This group is 
characterized by more second order relationships and less 
third order ones than the first group. Boat fishing is 
unique with respect to this dimension: it is marked by the 
greatest percentage of first, third, and fourth order 
relationships of the three groups. Evidently, fishing from 
a boat is a more sociable event than "other" fish or motor- 
boating.
On the range of reciprocality dimension there are 
similarities between the recreatlonists who camp, hunt, 
"other" fish, sail, motorboat, and drive for pleasure. All 
are marked by a great degree of oranilateral relationships. 
There are few bystanders or nonparticipants. Another 
grouping consists of respondents who swim, "boat" fish, and 
Informally sightsee. These recreatlonists are characterized 
by almost as many multilateral relationships as omnilateral, 
A common observation is to see children swim while parents 
watch, or see a group of boaters of which some are fishing 
and others not. What is not so obvious is why the group in
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which the respondents participate In sightseeing Is not more 
oranilateral than It Is. Some possible explanations come to 
mind. Camping Is a popular activity because it facilitates 
other activities such as fishing, hiking, and sightseeing. 
Since there are a good number of third order structural 
distances for camping, multiple interests may be present.
Not all in a large group may want to sightsee at the same 
time to see the same things; thus some stay at the camp or 
go separate ways In their recreation and return later on in 
the day. The existence of small children may In part 
account for multilateral relationships, too. Hiking is 
unique In having more multilateral relationships than omni­
lateral. The explanation for this phenomena has already 
been discussed under "General Observation,"
With respect to boundary orientation, all of the 
various activities are marked by one to four extramural 
relationships except sailing. Respondents who sail 
experience five to 10 extramural relationships. A possible 
explanation for this relationship is that large boats are 
often moored at a marina. On a typical sailing day, there 
may be many social contacts from the time the boat is 
piloted through the channel or lagoon to open waters. The 
large number of extramural relationships (1? or more) 
probably has to do with boat racing. Some respondents 
indicated they race their boats.
There are several breakdowns for activities relative 
to the dimension of temporal span. Boat fishing, informal
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sightseeing, and hiking make up one grouping. In this 
group, three to five hours predominate, but there are still 
a good number in all of the other categories which suggests 
the time variability is rather great. Hunting and "other" 
fishing make up another group. Here three to five hours 
also predominates, but not to the extent of the first group. 
There are almost as many six to eight hour situations, but 
fewer one to two hour ones. Therefore, when people go to 
hunt or fish while on vacation, they make at least a half 
day of it or more. The type of hunting and fishing as well 
as the personality variable would probably determine the 
time span.
A third grouping consists of notorboatlng, sailing, 
and swimming. The time span is short for most of the 
recreatlonists who participate in these activities (one to 
two hours) although three to five hours run a close second. 
Swimming is fairly strenuous so it is easily understood why 
it has a short time span. The short time span of motor- 
boating suggests easy accessibility to the water. The type 
of sailboat, presence of auxiliary motors, and weather 
conditions no doubt influence the time span of recreatlonists 
who sail. Camping stands alone on this dimension, as does 
driving for pleasure. It may be recalled that the researcher 
adjusted the camping time span because some campers took the 
words "per day" literally whereas others Interpreted the time 
to mean "per 24-hour period," Three meals are usually eaten. 
Consumption of food and clean-up takes three hours a day.
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Setting up camp varies from no time to one hour depending on 
the rig and amount of help. Therefore, three to five hours 
is the appropriate tlme-span. Camping would still be unique 
if a 2*4— hour time span were used to measure the dimension of 
temporal span for nine or more hours would be the predominate 
category. With regard to respondents who drive for pleasure, 
these recreatlonists take one to two hours or else drive all 
day.
With regard to the last dimension that relates to 
critical norms there seem to be two main categories and 
several smaller ones. The breakdown is as followsi
Group I i hiking, sightseeing and swimming (one
norm)
driving for pleasure (two norms)
Group lit hunting, other fishing and motorboatlng
(four norms) 
sailing and camping (five norms) 
boat fishing (six norms)
On a theoretical basis, it seems likely that the number of 
critical norms for an activity should vary with the struc­
tural complexity of the status-posltlon in which the actor 
who does the activity is located. This appears to be the 
case with respect to the activities of Group I and Group II,
Summary
The researcher carefully analyzed and compared 
specific activities on the basis of role structure. No 
statistical tests were used to aid in the comparison of 
activities for two major reasonsi (1) some of the samples 
were very small and thus likely unrepresentative of the
8^
populations and (2) two of the role structure dimensions 
were not measured therefore preventing a more complete 
analysis. Instead, frequencies were converted into percent­
ages and presented graphically. Comparisons were made 
between activities on the basis of overall structure and 
specific dimensions of structure. It was found that the 
activities of camping, hunting and "other" fishing are 
similarly structured. Another similarly structured category 
Includes the activities of hiking and Informal sightseeing.
COMPARISON OF RECREATION, LEISURE, AND WORK 
PATTERNS BY OCCUPATION GROUP
In this chapter the findings of recreation, leisure, 
and work patterns of the three occupation groups are pre­
sented and compared. Recreation patterns are similar for the 
respondents, but several significant differences exist with 
regard to work patterns.
Recreation Value Patterns
The writer considered the possibility that a rela­
tionship might exist between the values the respondents held 
toward recreation and toward work. In order to test this 
assumption it was necessary to find out what a recreation 
activity subjectively meant for the various classes of 
persons. The respondents were thus asked to Indicate whether 
or not a particular statement was "very characteristic," 
"somewhat characteristic," or "not characteristic" of why 
they liked their favorite outdoor activity. For purposes of 
analysis, all responses were dichotomized.
In summary, the respondents sought from their 
favorite activity a chance to relax. They did not want their 
activity too routine, nor Intellectually taxing. They did 
not seek a rewarding social experience, higher prestige, or 
a chance to meet new people. They were most attracted to
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their favorite activity because it was physically challeng­
ing (7*1-78 percent) and they experienced a physical (80-88 
percent) and spiritual rejuvenation (67-77 percent). These 
results are presented in Tables 1 and 2.
TABLE 1
RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS OF THE SOCIAL FUNCTION OF 
OUTDOOR RECREATION, BY OCCUPATION
Type of Function Professors Chemists Dentists
N Percent
Relaxing 292 95.3 9**.l 98.**
Non-routine 272 66.9 6**.9 50.9
Intellectual Challenge 265 39.3 35.0 **2.3
Physical Challenge 280 7**. 2 75.0 77.9
Intellectual Stimulation 273 52.4 **5.2 **0.0
Physical Rejuvenation 276 82,8 8**.0 87.9
Spiritual Rejuvenation 2 77 77.1 7**. 3 67.2
Rewarding Social Exper, 269 **7.0 **2.8 **5.**
Way to Meet New People 271 38.3 **6.1 **0.0
General Prestige Enhanced 271 15.3 2.6 12.9*
Provides Free Expression 
and Development 267 **7.9 **6.0 53.7
•Statistically significanti see Table 2,
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TABLE 2
RESPONDENTS' OPINIONS OF GENERAL PRESTIGE 
AS A FUNCTION OF OUTDOOR RECREATION, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation General Prestige
Enhanced Not Enhanced
(N = 271)Professors 16 88
Chemists 3 110
Dentists 7 47
P(x2 = 11.0) < .004
As a further probe Into recreation values, the 
following question was askedt "In choosing a new recreation 
area for the primary purpose of engaging in your favorite 
recreation activity, how would you rank the following con­
siderations?  the physical attractiveness (setting and
available natural resources),  the presence of some people,
the relative absence of people,  the kind and number of
service and comfort facilities,  the number and kind of
planned activities available,  other." A rank of one to
two was considered a high rankj three to four represented a 
medium rank, and five to seven represented a low rank. All 
of the respondents ranked physical attractiveness high 
(professors, 85 percent! chemists, 93 percenti dentists,
93 percent). See Table 28, Appendix. Over half of the 
respondents ranked the presence of people low (professors,
5? percent; chemists, 62 percent! dentists, 61 percent).
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See Table 29, Appendix, The relative absence of people was 
ranked high by 59 percent of the professors, 52 percent of 
the chemists, and only 33 percent of the dentists (Table 3)»
TABLE 3
RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF RELATIVE ABSENCE OF PEOPLE 






Professors 19 18 55
Chemists 23 30 56
Dentists 23 14 18
P(X2 = 18.4)< , 04; df * 10
This dimension represented a significant difference between 
the three groups. With regard to the kind and number of 
service and comfort facilities, most of the respondents gave 
a medium rank (professors, 49 percent» chemists, 52 percent» 
and dentists, 46 percent). See Table 30, Appendix, The 
respondents differed considerably with respect to ranking 
planned activities (Table 31, Appendix). It appears that 
dentists (18 percent) viewed the presence of planned activ­
ities more importantly than the other respondents 
(professors, 4 percentj chemists, 2 percent), but they still 
relegated it to a low rank. Expediency and convenience 
received a medium rank by most of the respondents. Of those
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who ranked It high, the dentists led with 26 percent, 
followed by chemists (21 percent) and professors (18 per­
cent), See Table 32, Appendix,
Apparently the categories representing different 
value choices were adequate to cover most situations as 
there were few "other" choices. In order to facilitate 
better measurement, some of the "other" categories werej 
"new place," "remoteness," "ruggedness," and "weather con­
ditions, "
To summarize the respondents' values toward recrea­
tion places, they placed high value on the physical setting 
and available natural resources. The respondents did not 
select places on the basis of other people's presence but 
the absence of people did not attract dentists as much as 
the professors and chemists. All the respondents looked for 
comfort, expediency, and convenience but not to any great 
degree. It appears that professors and chemists want to be 
autonomous in their recreation for they emphatically devalued 
planned activities. Dentists also ranked planned activities 
low, but not to the degree of the other respondents.
The writer anticipated differences between the 
groups with respect to their feelings about the value of 
"new experience." Thus, the respondents were asked if they 
ever return to a recreation area, how many times, and for 
what reason. More than 85 percent of all the respondents 
reported returning to an area. See Table 33, Appendix.
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Several dentists mentioned their possession of recreation 
retreatsi this may account for their higher return rate.
The predominant reason given by all respondents for 
returning to an area was simply that they "liked” It. It 
may be Inferred from the data that they liked It mainly 
because of Its physical attractiveness. See Table 3*+, Appen­
dix.
Recreation Activities
The respondents were asked to Indicate their three 
favorite outdoor recreation activities in which they partici­
pated during the past year. Eighteen activities were listed 
and space was provided for "other" activity. Two procedures 
were followed in the analysis. First, the activities were 
grouped on the basis of social structure and frequencies 
obtained. There was no overall significant difference 
between the three groups with respect to the grouped 
recreation activities» however, there was a significant 
difference between them regarding a particular grouping 
(hiking and sightseeing) with dentists participating least 
(8 percent). See Table k. It should be noted that most 
of the respondents participated In the activity category 
of camping, hunting, and "other" fish (professors, 25 per­
cent! chemists, 27 percent! and dentists, 35 percent). The 
distribution for the activity category, hiking and informal 
sightseeing, wasi professors, 25 percent! chemists, 21 
percent! and dentists, 8 percent. Boatfishlng was most
TABLE k
COMPARISON OF COMBINED RECREATION ACTIVITIES REPORTED 





hike Boatflsh Boating Swim Other
Professors 27 27
(N = 276)
12 7 lk 19
Chemists 30 23 23 10 12 12
Dentists 21 5 17 5 6 7
*?(X2 1 Ik.9)< .001, df = 3
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popular with dentists (28 percent). The residual category 
Includedi nature study, water skiing, picnicking, formal 
tour and driving for pleasure, with picnicking and driving 
for pleasure being the more popular. Professors participated 
more In these activities than either chemists or dentists.
The data for Individual recreation activities showed 
a slightly different picture. Of those individuals who 
camped, chemists and professors participated more In such 
activities than dentists. Hunting was participated In most 
frequently by dentists and least frequently by professors. 
However, professors liked to hike more than chemists or 
dentists. Chemists sailed more than professors or dentists, 
but professors and chemists swim more often than dentistsj 
they also went In for informal sightseeing more often.
Perhaps these findings would not be true if the region were 
different for recreation is related to opportunity. It may 
be noted, however, that the findings of Gerstl (1961) were 
similar to these findings. Gerstl sampled professors, admen, 
and dentists from a mid-western city. The data for indi­
vidual recreation activities are presented in Table 35, 
Appendix,
When researchers and administrators in the sample 
from both the professor and chemist groups were compared for 
combined recreation activities there was no significant 
difference.
When the respondents were asked to indicate the 
activity they cared least about doing, significant
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differences were found. Dentists (15 percent) differed most 
from the other two groups (chemists, 35 percent and profes­
sors, 51 percent) regarding the activity category,
"hunting, other fishing" (Table 5). Hunting and other
TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS' SELECTION OF HUNTING AND 











P(X2 > 14.9K .009
fishing were mutually exclusive recreation activities in this 
study. Significant differences were also found with regard 
to the residual category of nature study, water ski, picnic, 
formal tour, and driving for pleasure (professors, 44 per­
cent! chemists, 37 percentj dentists, 19 percent). See 
Table 6,
The intensity of participation was similar for the 
three groups relative to the size of each sample. A partic­
ipation score was computed for each group. An activity 
participated in one to five times received a score of one, 
an activity participated in six to ten times received a 
score of two, and one that was participated in eleven or 
more times received a score of three. The sample size for
9^
TABLE 6
COMPARISON OP RESPONDENT' SELECTION OP RESIDUAL





Residual 30 25 13
P(X2 > 6,73) < .03
each group isi professors, 113? chemists, 122 j and dentists, 
68. Their respective participation scores arei 197. 222, 
and 129, The average participation for all respondents was 
six to 10 times.
Leisure Patterns
Recreation is a form of leisure and is therefore 
related to the broader social system oriented toward leisure. 
If a strain-toward-conslstency exists, there should be some 
similarity of values found in recreation and other leisure 
activities. In order to get some idea of what the respond­
ents value in their leisure time, they were asked the 
following question, "How did you spend most of your time 
this past non-work day (Saturday or Sunday)?" A list of nine 
activities was given, plus space for other activities not 
included. The frequency with which respondents participated 
in certain activities gave a clue to what they valued. For 
all respondents, family and home activities had first
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priority, while participation In cultural activities had the 
least priority. Work and professional Interests differed 
markedly, with professors participating most frequently (19 
percent)* compared with chemists (9 percent) and dentists 
(8 percent). There was hardly any difference between the 
groups regarding do-it-yourself activities. Differences In 
visitation patterns were noticeable between dentists and 
chemists (12 percent and 5 percent respectively). There was 
relatively little difference between the groups with regard 
to working on an organization project and relaxing. The 
hierarchy of values for each group was as followsi for 
professors, family and home came first, followed by work/ 
professional Interests, visiting friends, do-it-yourself 
project, organization project, and cultural activities. For 
chemists, family and home came first, followed by do-it- 
yourself project, work/professional Interests, organization 
project, visiting friends, and cultural activities. Dentists 
gave high regard to family and home life followed by visiting 
friends, do-it-yourself project, organization project, 
relaxation, work/professional Interests, and cultural 
activities. See Table ?6, Appendix,
Work Patterns
Professional Productivity
All of the respondents are professionals, but the 
Investigator thought there would be differences between the 
groups with respect to their professional commitment.
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Professional commitment was measured in terms of production, 
attendance at meetings, and offices held in professional 
societies. Respondents were asked to Indicate if they 
(1) "published 1 or more professional papers within the 
past 5 years, (2) published a book, (3) delivered three or 
more papers at a professional meeting within the past 5 
years, (4) attended a professional meeting this past year,
(5) held an office in a professional society within the past 
5 years." Each category was given a score of two except 
"attended a professional meeting this past year" which was 
assigned a score of one. The range of scores was from zero 
to nine, A range from zero to two indicated a low scorei 
three to six indicated a medium score> and seven to nine 
Indicated a high one. There was a significant difference 
between the three groups regarding professional commitment. 
Professors had the highest professional commitment, dentists 
had the least. See Table 7.
TABLE 7
PROFESSIONAL COMMITMENT OF RESPONDENTS, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation High Medium Low
(N *= 295)
Professors 41 47 21
Chemists 9 55 54
Dentists 4 24 40
Pfx2 > 55.7X .05
Function of Work
As mentioned earlier, the functions of work are 
manifold. In order to test what function and value work had 
for the respondents, they were asked to respond to the 
following statementi "Here are some reasons why people find 
their Jobs rewarding. For each reason please Indicate 
whether It Is very characteristic (vc), somewhat character­
istic (sc), or not characteristic (nc) of why you find your 
Job rewarding." For purposes of analysis, the responses 
were dichotomized.
In summary, the respondents gave similar responses 
with respect to the work rewards of security, social 
prestige, and autonomy. They differed in their responses 
with respect to the rewards of salary, intellectual freedom, 
public service, meaningful social relationships, and manual 
dexterity. Professors were least satisfied with their 
salaries (85.8 percent) and chemists were most satisfied 
(96.5 percent). Dentists, of whom many found the Income 
section of the questionnaire very objectionable, occupy a 
midpoint. Perhaps the dentist does not want to appear too 
interested In making a comfortable income because it would 
conflict with the humanitarian and professional roles he is 
supposed to fulfill. Even though chemists are professionals, 
they openly reject the notion of public service as rewarding 
(^1.3 percent). Dentists, who wish to maintain a favorable 
Image in society, endorse the value of public service almost 
100 percent. Evidently the reward of meaningful social
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relationships was not an attraction to chemists (44,7 
percent). Dentists seemed to care the most about such rela­
tionships (81.9 percent). As expected, dentists also valued 
manual dexterity (90.3 percent) more than the other groups 
(under 19.3 percent). See Tables 8, 9. 10, 11 and 12,
TABLE 8
RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON WORK VALUES, BY OCCUPATION
Function of Work Professors Chemists Dentists
N Percent
Security 289 82,2 87.1 93.8
Salary 302 85.8 9 6.5 91.8*
Social Prestige 285 81.9 79.4 85.7
Intellectual Freedom 295 99.1 88.7 87.8
Autonomy 302 100.0 97.0 91.0
Public Service 295 88.9 41.3 98.4*
Meaningful Social 
Relationships 284 70.6 44.7 81.9*
Manual Dexterity 284 14.8 19.2 90.3*
*F _> .01
Work Commitment
The writer felt that values related to work and 
recreation would be similar, but would be dependent on the 
strength of work commitment. An index was devised to measure 
this variable. The latter related to four questions. "How 
would you feel about a son of yours going into your kind of
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TABLE 9
RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON SALARY 
AS A VALUE IN WORK, BY OCCUPATION
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P(X2 > 92.27) < .OC-1
work? I would be happy that he chose It and would encourage 
him. I would not encourage him, but I would not discourage 
him either. I would try to discourage him," If the first
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TABLE 11
RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON MEANINGFUL SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS 
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TABLE 12
RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS ON MANUAL DEXTERITY 








P(X2 > 117.7)< .001
answer was checked, the respondent received a score of one,
A score of zero was assigned to the other choices. The 
second question read, "If you could start over, would you go
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Into the same kind of work again?  yes  no." An affirm­
ative answer was given a score of one, whereas a negative 
one received a score of zero. The third question read, 
"Suppose you could get the same pay, no matter what kind of 
work you did, would you select your present kind of work?
 yes  no." Again, an affirmative response received a
score of onej a negative one received a score of zero. The 
last question read, "Would you select your present kind of
work setting*  yes  no." The same scoring procedure
was used, A total score of four was interpreted to mean 
"high" work commitment, two to three meant "medium" and zero 
to one meant "low." There was a significant difference 
between the three occupation groups regarding work commit­
ment. The distribution of results is presented in Table 13.
TABLE 13
RESPONDENTS' WORK COMMITMENT, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation High Medium Low
(N = 305)
Professors 56 50 14
Chemists 25 58 42
Dentists 37 19 4
P(X2 1  44.9) < .001
Since the dentists had the lowest professional commitment and 
highest work commitment of the three groups, the writer
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thought there was probably no relationship between the two 
variables of professional and work commitment. This 
assumption was borne out statistically (Table 37* Appendix),
Occupational Socialization
The investigator tested to see if the three groups 
varied with regard to length of time in their respective 
occupations. There was a significant difference (Table 14), 
Dentists were underrepresented In the three to five year 
category and overrepresented in the eleven or more years 
category. This probably means that the dentists sampled 
were generally established in their practice and thus had 
time to absorb the norms of their occupation.
TABLE 14
LENGTH OF TIKE IN OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Length of Time In Occupation
3-5 years 6-10 years 11 years or more
(N = 290)
Professors 25 35 55
Chemists 23 16 77
Dentists 4 13 42
Structural Stress
It was an Implied hypothesis of this research project 
that actors In different organizational settings have
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different occupational situs and thus have different tensions 
which may be reduced through certain classes of recreation 
experiences. An attempt was thus made to empirically test 
the hypothesis that the three groups vary In terms of 
structural tensions associated with their work. The subjects 
were asked to respond to a set of statements that repre­
sented various role stress situations. Three choices were 
given for each statement, but In the analysis, the last two 
choices, very characteristic and somewhat characteristic, 
were combined.
The statement which represented role moral conflict 
wasi "In my type of Job I am often caught In some sort of 
moral dilemma." Behavioral role conflict was measured by the 
response to the statement, "The conflicting demands of the 
people with whom I associate at work, make It physically 
impossible for me to please them," The three sample groups 
differed significantly on the behavioral role conflict 
variable. Professors and dentists were overrepresented in 
the characteristic category whereas chemists were underrepre­
sented (Table 15). Most of the dentists were solo 
(individual) practitioners and thus their work organization 
was very different from the other two groups.
The following statement was used to measure role 
ambivalence, "In order to project a favorable image to 
others, I find I must balance my behavior by not overdoing 
any one of my work duties." There was no significance
BEHAVIORAL ROLE
TABLE 15
CONFLICT EVIDENCED BY RESPONDENTS, 
BY OCCUPATION
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P(X2 > 3 2 . 3 7 X  .001
between the groups regarding role ambivalence. See Table 38, 
Appendix.
As a measure of role non-reciprocity, the following 
measure was usedj "I have trouble getting people to cooperate 
with me at work because everyone seems to have his own ideas 
on what and how things ought to be done,” A significant 
difference was found between the groups. Both professors 
(29 percent) and chemists (25 percent) indicated this as 
characteristic of their work situation. However, only nine 
percent of the dentists indicated this was so (Table 16),
Role incongruity was measured by the response to 
the statement 1 "My co-workers do not give me the status 
they should considering my experience, education, and 
ability," A significant difference was found for the three 
groups relative to this variable. Most of the respondents
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TABLE 16
ROLE NON-RECIPROCITY EVIDENCED BY RESPONDENTS. BY OCCUPATION







P(x2 > 9.3*0 <.01
did not find role incongruity characteristic of their work, 
but of the three groups, professors found it more character­
istic (17 percent). The percentage of chemists with this 
feeling was six percent and of dentists, 6.4 percent 
(Table 17).
Role boredom was measured by the responses to the 
statement, "I have too much training and skill for the Job I 
am doing,” Again, most of the respondents did not find this 
situation characteristic of their work, but there was almost 
a significant difference between the three groups. Only 6,8 
percent of the professors found this to be characteristic, 
but 16,1 percent of the chemists and 8,2 percent of the 
dentists did (Table 39» Appendix),
Three statements were used to measure role inade­
quacy i "I lack the right kind of training for the Job I am 
supposed to be doing, I don't seem to have the 'right'
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P(X2 1 7.93 ) < .01
personality for the Job" and "111 health limits my produc­
tivity." There was a significant difference between the 
three groups with regard to the first dimension, i.e., 
Inadequate training. Chemists were overrepresented in the 
characteristic category and dentists underrepresented on the 
basis of a chi-square distribution (See Table 18).
Role frustration was measured by responses to the 
statement, "I want to do a good job, but I don't have the 
necessary resources for doing it (inadequate financing, poor 
equipment, minimal help, etc.)." A significant difference 
was also found here. The professors found it most character­
istic (36 percent), and chemists followed with 23 percent. 
Only five percent of the dentists experienced role frus­
tration (Table 19).
To test role superfluity, the responses to the 
statement, "at work it seems people blow-up my abilities to
107
TABLE 18











P(X2 1 9.58)< ,01
TABLE 19











PfX2 1 20.56)< .001
unrealistic proportions " were measured. No significance was
found between the three groups (Table >̂0, Appendix),
In order to test the homogenlety of the professor
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and chemist groups, the roles of teacher and researcher and 
status position of administrator were compared with respect 
to structural stress, A significant difference was found 
between teachers, administrators, and researchers within the 
professor sample In regard to role ambivalence, with 
teachers (96,2 percent) experiencing this stress most often. 
See Table 20, The same was true with the dimension of role 
frustration (Table 21), The only significant differences
TABLE 20
ROLE AMBIVALENCE RELATED TO OCCUPATIONAL ROLES 
CHARACTERISTIC OF PROFESSORS







P(x2 1 52.07)< .001
between the administrators and researchers within the 
chemist sample appeared on the two dimensions of role con­
flict (Tables 22 and 23), Administrators experienced moral 
and behavioral conflict more than researchers. When admini­
strators In the chemist and professor samples were compared 
with regard to structural stress, no significant differences
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ROLE FRUSTRATION RELATED TO OCCUPATIONAL ROLES 
CHARACTERISTIC OF PROFESSORS
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TABLE 22
MORAL ROLE CONFLICT RELATED TO OCCUPATIONAL 
ROLES CHARACTERISTIC OF CHEMISTS






Ptx2 ! 4.36)< .05
were found. Neither were any differences found when the
researchers In these two groups were compared.
The writer anticipated some Interaction between 
certain of the variables under study with regard to
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BEHAVIORAL ROLE CONFLICT RELATED TO 
OCCUPATIONAL ROLES CHARACTERISTIC OF CHEMISTS






p(x2 1 13.26)< .01
structural stress. Since dentists experienced low struc-
tural stress and high work commitment, and chemists had high 
structural stress and low work commitment, a chi-square test 
of Interaction was used to determine If work commitment, 
occupation and structural stress were Interrelated. This 
Interaction was not confirmed (Table 41, Appendix), In other 
words, the occupation of an actor and the variables of work 
commitment and structural stress operate independently of 
each other. Since a disproportionate number of chemists and 
professors were In their occupation for a short period of 
time and both groups exhibited similar patterns of structural 
stress, the writer felt there might be an interaction between 
occupation, structural stress and occupational socialization. 
Again, the tests made did not show interaction (Table ^2, 
Appendix). An examination of the above tables reveals a 
particular pattern for professors. Of those professors who
Ill
experience high structural stress, a disproportionate number 
have high work commitment and high socialization, A score of 
3-^ Indicated high work commitment, whereas a score of 0-2 
indicated a low commitment, A score of three or above Indi­
cated a low commitment. A score of three or above Indicated 
high structural stressj 0-2 Indicated low structural stress. 
Five years and under represented low socializationj over 
five years indicated high socialization. The findings of 
the study could be Interpreted to mean that, among professors 
(1) high structural stress is viewed negatively, but 
considered of little consequence, or (2) high structural 
stress is viewed positively and considered as what makes 
academia exciting and challenging.
In summary, significant differences were determined 
to exist between the three groups with respect to the struc­
tural stress in the form of behavioral role conflict, role 
non-reciprocity, role incongruity, role inadequacy, and role 
frustration. Within the professor sample, It was found that 
respondents classified as playing teacher roles experienced 
more role ambivalence and role frustration than respondents 
playing administrator and researcher roles. Among the 
chemists, those Identified as playing administrator roles 
experienced more role conflict than those In researcher roles, 
Neither work commitment nor occupational socialization seem 
to account for the degree of structural stress experienced 
by respondents of the various occupation groups. How 
structural stress relates to recreation activity is discussed 
In the penultimate chapter of this dissertation.
WORK, SOCIAL, AND PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
OF RESPONDENTS
In order to provide background data It Is necessary 
to describe what the people In the three occupations studied 
do, how they Identify themselves with their work, the length 
of time they take for vacation, the number of hcurs per week 




To ascertain work content and evaluation of the 
professor situs, the professors were asked to respond to the 
question! "As a college professor, would you rank the 
following duties in terms of what you find yourself most 
concerned about. Also indicate the number of hours per week 
that you usually expend on each task," The percentage dis­
tribution is presented In Table A3 in the Appendix,
Teaching load was six hours for 35 percent of the 
professors and nine for 3^ percent of them. The modal time 
category for class preparation was eleven hours per week 
(45 percent). Sixty percent spent 11 hours or less a week 
doing research, 16 percent spent between 12 and 32 hours, 
and 13 percent spent 33 hours or more. The other duties 




The number of professors who ranked teaching first 
and taught at least six hours (defined in this study as 
teachers) was 59. There were 26 researchers and 20 admini­
strators. About half of the sample group did outside 
consulting work.
In order to determine how dentists subjectively 
defined themselves, they were asked to rank five work tasks 
on the basis of greatest concern to them. These tasks and 
the role they describe follows» (1) "The proper application
of technical skills" represents the role of technician. (2) 
"Meeting the various needs of patients" represents the role 
of humanist. (3) "The proper management of the business 
enterprise" represents the role of businessman. (4) "The 
promotion of dental programs" represents the role of 
soclallzer. (5) "Professional self-development (i.e., 
reading professional media, attending meetings, doing 
research, etc,)" represents the role of professional.
Of first Importance to the dentists was the role of 
humanist (63 percent).* In terms of modal categories, they 
gave second ranking to the technician role (55 percent); 
third rank to the businessman role (48 percent); fourth rank 
to the professional role (41 percent); and fifth rank to the 
soclallzer role (56 percent). See Table 44 in the Appendix. 
From the comments made on the questionnaires completed, it 
was concluded that the tasks representing duties of the
*Each task was ranked separately. Results are in 
modal frequencies.
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technician and humanist roles were not mutually exclusive.
If, Indeed, It Is possible to distinguish between the two 
roles, a different wording of the tasks than the one used 
would be necessary.
The composition of the chemists with respect to type 
of work performed w a s » research (28.3 percent), testing 
and analysis (13.3 percent), research administrators (18,3 
percent), other administrators (17.5 percent), chemical 
engineers (13.3 percent), and other (9.2 percent). See 
Table 45» Appendix, According to Strauss and Rainwater 
(1962, p, 38) there are three major hierarchical distinctions 
In the chemists' work organization. At the top are 
administrators 1 at the bottom are the bench chemists who do 
testing and analysis and In between are the trained 
researchers. Chemical engineers are principally engaged In 
research or administration and consider themselves chemists 
as well as engineers.
Work Hours
Professors have a longer work week than either the 
chemists or dentists. The mean number of hours per week 
that a professor worked was 5 4 1 chemists worked an average 
of 50 hours 1 and dentists averaged 44,2 hours per week. In 
Wllensky's study (1963) of the six professional groups in 
the Detroit area, about half put in 45 hours or more per 
week 1 a sizable minority worked at least 60 hours. Almost 
half of the engineers worked fewer than 45 hours per week.
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Since chemists in the Houston area worked an average of 50 
hours a week it may be surmised that non-work time is 
decreasing rather than increasing for industrial pro­
fessionals, With the exception of reading professional media, 
dentists could not take work home even If they wanted to due 
to their type of work. In Gerstl's study (1961) dentists 
put In a few hours beyond a 40 hour week, but the pro­
fessors he sampled put In $6-60 hours per week. His 
professor sample came from a single small residential college 
in the Midwest, The slightly more hours for these professors 
makes one wonder if professors of Houston worked fewer hours 
because they were employed by a research-oriented school, or 
whether professors are Just becoming less work-centered.
Quite possibly occupational socialization affects the 
number of hours one works, Gerstl only Interviewed pro­
fessors around 40 years old. In the present study 22 
percent of the professors were employed for a period of 
three to five years> the probability of professors around 
40 years old falling into this short term category seems 
unlikely.
Vacation Time
There is no significant difference between the 
three groups with regard to length of vacation. However, 
dentists had the most defined vacation norm in that most 
dentists took less than three weeks for vacation, Wilensky
(1961) observed that men who work very long hours tend to
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take long vacations. This tendency existed for the present 
study (Table *46, Appendix).
Reference Group
Significant differences existed between the three 
groups with regard to composition of social reference group. 
Professors socialized more with their colleagues than non­
colleagues when away from work. The opposite was true for 
the chemists and dentists. This finding is supported by 
Gerstl's study (1961) and Strauss and Rainwater (1962), 
However, Clark's study of faculty organization and authority 
(I963) does not support the present data. According to 
Clark, the campus has moved away from a community of 
scholars; faculty members do not interact most with other 
faculty members. Clark's study was not an empirical one. 
Reference group findings are presented in Table 24.
TABLE 24
SOCIAL REFERENCE GROUPS, BY OCCUPATION
Reference Group Occupation
Professors Chemists Dentists
Within same or similar 
occupation 84
(N * 327) 
42 20
Outside same or similar 
occupation 52 84 ^5
P(x2 > 27.71) < .001
Social and Personal Characteristics
11?
Income Distribution
The three groups differed with respect to Income 
distribution. More than half of the dentists were In the 
higher Income brackets> chemists and professor Incomes were 
similar, but lower (Table ^7 , Appendix). Several dentists 
failed to complete the questionnaire because "Income Is 
personal." According to Krlesberg and Trelsman (1962), one 
of the charges most readily made against dentists Is that 
they are too Interested In making money. This leads the 
writer to think that those who failed to fill out the Income 
section of the questionnaire probably made $*J-0,000 or over.
In the $35,000-39.999 Income bracket professor and dentist 
salaries were similar. The high salaries of professors In 
this income category suggests that some of the professors 
sampled are well-renown scholars or scientists. Half of the 
professors sampled did consulting work which In part explains 
the high salaries. According to Strauss and Rainwater
(1962), academic chemists learned to find rewards in non­
monetary areas or they moved Into Industry. The present data 
indicate that the salaries of professors in the sample rival 
those of the chemists in Industry in the Houston area.
Education Distribution
When the three groups were compared for education 
achievement, notable differences were also found. Chemists 
had the least formal education. See Table k?. in Appendix.
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Marital Status
A comparison of the three groups' responses with 
regard to marital status suggests to the researcher that 
chemists In the sample have considerable family stability.
No chemist was widowed, separated or divorced (Table 49, 
Appendix).
Children
No significant differences existed between the three 
groups with regard to the number of children 18 years old or 
less who reside at home. However, in general, dentists had 
the larger families and professors had the smallest.
Since children are sometimes considered a hindrance 
to participation in specific types of recreation activities 
the three groups were compared with reference to the age 
distribution of their children who were 18 years old or less 
and lived at home. Dentists had the lowest proportion of 
children under the age of six years and the highest pro­
portion of older children (12-18 years). The reverse 
situation existed for the professors. Undoubtedly, the 
longer formal training of professors affects their age at 
marriage and/or birth of first child. The results are 
presented In Table 50, Appendix,
Age and Ethnic Composition
The mean age for the three groups was very similari 
for professors It was 41.2» for chemists, 4l.8» and for
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dentists, 42,9. More than 93 percent of the respondents 
were Caucasian,
Summary and Comments
It Is apparent from the data that the professionals 
under study were quite different with respect to their work, 
social, and personal characteristics.
Professors worked longer hours than either the 
chemists or dentists, but they also took longer vacations 
than the other two groups. Dentists had the most defined 
vacation times and took the shortest vacation even though 
they were potentially in a position to take more time off.
Professors socialized more with their colleagues than 
non-colleagues outside of work.
Dentists had considerably higher Income than the 
members of the other occupational groupsj however, In a test 
of interaction, no interrelationship was discovered between 
Income, occupation and recreation activity (Table 51» 
Appendix), The reason for this finding may be that most of 
the recreation activities considered In the analysis are 
affordable for people of middle-class income.
Size of family and age of children appear to have 
something to do with the way a recreation is structured by 
the respondents. In this regard, the dentists studied had 
larger families than the professors studied, and dentists 
also had a disproportionate number of children in the oldest 
age group (12-18 years). With more and older children,
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dentists probably have to select activities that offer 
diversity for a recreation group.
INTERRELATIONSHIP OF WORK AND LEISURE
In this chapter the nature of the Interrelationship 
of work and leisure activities Is explored. From a struc­
tural frame of reference an attempt Is made to show how 
occupation Influences the structuring, non-selection, and 
selection of recreation activities. Hypotheses derived from 
the data and pertinent literature are presented for 
consideration.
Structural Stress
Significant differences were found to exist between 
the three occupational groups with respect to structural 
stress.
Behavioral role conflict, role ambivalence, role 
frustration, role incongruity and non-reciprocity are 
the stresses that most characterize the work structure 
of the professor. Of the latter, those with teacher roles 
experience more role ambivalence and role frustration 
than those in administrative or researcher roles.
Role ambivalence, role frustration, role non- 
reciprocity and role Inadequacy characterize the working 
conditions of the chemists. Within the chemist group, 
administrators experience more role conflict than re­
searchers. Behavioral role conflict and role
12]
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ambivalence produced the most stress for dentists in the 
sample.
There was no significant difference between the 
three groups with respect to manifestations of role 
ambivalence, but this type of stress was found to a con­
siderable extent in all three groups. Neither did the three 
groups differ with regard to role boredom.
On the basis of the data collected and analyzed, 
there is no Interrelationship between structural stress, 
recreation activity and occupation (Table 52, Appendix).
This indicates that actors in different occupations partici­
pate in the same activity for different reasons. Some 
apparently select boatflshing because it is relaxing and 
functions as an escape from work stress. For others who 
experience work stress, boatflshing probably functions as an 
opportunity to achieve. Recreation activities thus may be 
structured along tension-producing lines, or along relaxing 
lines. It is the thesis of the writer that the form 
recreation activities take relates to the occupation struc­
ture,
Donald and Havlnghurst (1959) in an earlier study 
suggest that gregariousness is negatively related to 
creativity. In this vein, an unexpected high proportion of 
professors were found to experience both high structural 
stress and high work commitment. The fact that professors 
also had high professional commitment suggests the conclusion 
that professors may be able to tolerate or even enjoy
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structural stress because they are usually creative people. 
Creativity and tension are logically related. If actors 
value creativity In their work, and a strain-toward- 
consistency exists, they should also value creativity In 
their recreation. Therefore, It can be hypothesized that an 
interrelationship exists between structural stress, creatlve- 
orlented recreatlonlsts, and occupation. The respondents 
were grouped by occupation and then grouped Into two 
categories, A creative orientation was measured by the 
following responses to the question relating to why their 
favorite recreation activity is rewarding to them* 
Intellectual stimulation. Intellectual challenge and non- 
routine. A creative response received a positive score.
A low creative orientation was measured byj rewarding social 
experience, meet new and interesting people, and routine. 
These responses received a negative score. Each response 
counted as a single score. The relationship hypothesized 
was not confirmed (Table 53. Appendix), It may be pointed 
out that creativity is very difficult to measure and the 
operational definition may not have been adequate. A more 
sophisticated measure might produce different results.
Values In Work and Recreation
If a strain-toward-conslstency in role relations 
exists, there ought to be similar manifestations in 
recreation and work. The researcher selected one variable 
to test this possibility« meaningful social relationships.
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A significant difference was found between the number of 
respondents who held similar and dissimilar values relating 
to social relationships In work and leisure (Table 25). In 
other words those who valued "meaningful social rela­
tionships" at work were more likely to value "rewarding 
social experiences" or "way to meet new people" In their 
recreation. Those who did not value "meaningful social 
relationships" at work did not value social relationships 
In their recreation.
TABLE 25
INTERRELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENTS’ VIEWS REGARDING 







Selection and Structuring of Activities
It may be hypothesized that certain classes of 
people select and structure their recreation activities In 
such a way as to complement and/or compensate for particular 
social relations experienced or associated with their work. 
The amount of alteration would depend on the recreation 
activity. For Instance, the alteration of the role
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dimension, temporal span, would be nil for the activity of 
camping. The frequency of omnilateral relationships is 
almost invariable for this activity and it would probably 
hold true for activities such as mountain-climbing and 
canoeing. The most flexible relationships for camping are 
those related to boundary orientation, structural distance, 
critical norms, tolerance range, and norm consensus.
According to the data collected, there are social structural 
differences between those who camp in developed and un­
developed areas. The "undeveloped" camper experiences less 
extramural and third order distance relationships than do 
other campers.
Among the professors studied, it appears that their 
occupational roles may have affected the structure of their 
camping activity for differences were found between those 
who teach and those who do not. Teachers (88 percent) 
sought spiritual rejuvenation in their recreation more than 
researchers (73 percent) or administrators (59 percent). See 
Table 26. Administrators (90 percent) and teachers (77 
percent) valued meaningful relationships in their work more 
than the researchers (52 percent). See Table 27. In the 
present study, teachers were found to camp in developed 
campgrounds and non-teachers were found to camp in unde­
veloped campgrounds. A larger study might reveal that 
researchers tend to camp more in undeveloped campgrounds than 
either administrators or teachers. A comparison of responses 
by campers in developed campgrounds indicated they were
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TABLE 26
PROFESSIONAL ROLES OF PROFESSORS RELATED TO THEIR 
VIEWS ON THE VALUE OF RECREATION AS SPIRITUAL REJUVENATION







P(X2 ^ 8.6*0 <. 01
TABLE 2?
PROFESSIONAL ROLES OF PROFESSORS RELATED TO THEIR 
VIEWS ON THE VALUE OF MEANINGFUL RELATIONSHIPS
IN A WORK SETTING









P(X2 i  9 . 1 3 X  .01
somewhat different In terms of what they sought In their 
recreation. Campers in developed campgrounds enjoyed this 
activity because they knew what to expect, were unchallenged
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Intellectually, had a rewarding social experience, and gained 
in general prestige. The opposite was true for campers who 
camped In undeveloped areas. Both role incongruity and 
social prestige in recreation were significantly associated 
with the professors.
This pattern among the teachers might be interpreted 
this way. The prestige-conferring function of the teachers' 
recreation serves as compensation for their lack of status 
congruity at work. The participation in a recreational 
activity that facilitates sociability seems to complement 
the work situation in which actors are people-oriented. It 
also suggests that researchers enjoy situations that require 
considerable flexibility and this in turn hints at possible 
differences in creativity. The findings of Donald and 
Havlnghurst (1959) and E t z k o m  (196*0 support this inter­
pretation. Donald and Havlnghurst found that the social 
meaning of a leisure activity, "it brings me into contact 
with friends," is positively related to qualities such as 
gregariousness and expressive of emotion and negatively 
related to creativity. Etzkorn found that people who value 
sociability in recreation do not use their time or outdoor 
resources creatively.
The data were examined to see if the structure of 
identical recreation activities varied among the three 
occupational groups.
With regard to the activity of boatflshing, which Is
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participated In by 28 percent of the dentists, 21 percent of 
the chemists, and 11 percent of the professors, an out­
standing difference appears for the role dimension, range of 
reclprocality, between chemists and dentists. For the 
chemists, 57 percent had omnilateral relationships, 22 per­
cent had multilateral relationships, and 22 percent had 
unilateral. For the dentists, 22 percent had omnilateral,
73 percent had multilateral, and five percent had uni­
lateral, There were so few professors in this class that a 
pattern could not be detected.
When chemists and dentists were compared for social 
structural differences related to the activity of hunting, 
the same pattern emerged for range of reclprocality. How­
ever, with regard to camping, the range of role reclprocality 
(omnilateral) was similar for the three groups. Differences 
appeared for role structural distance among those who camped. 
Of the chemists, 85 percent had a second order distance 
whereas among professors k6 percent had this distance and 
among dentists, only 29 percent had this distance.
When chemists and professors were compared in terms 
of social structural dimensions for the activity, Informal 
sightsee, marked differences occurred on the role temporal 
span dimension. Of 19 chemists, 63 percent participated In 
Informal sightseeing from three to five hours, of 20 pro­
fessors, 25 percent participated from three to five hours. 
Only five percent of the chemists participated from six to
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eight hours, but 55 percent of the professors spent this 
much time In the activity.
Statistical tests were made to determine If Inter- 
relationships existed between some of the role dimensions 
and the occupation of respondents. No significant Inter­
action occurred (Tables 5^» 55* and 56 In Appendix),
However, on the single dimension of temporal span relation­
ships, a significant difference occurred between occupation 
groups. The measurement for the temporal span categories 
w a st low (1-2 hours)j medium (3-5 hours)1 high (six hours 
or more). Professors were overrepresented in the high 
category and underrepresented In the medium category.
Chemists were disproportionately underrepresented In the high 
category. Dentists were underrepresented in the low cate­
gory (Table 55, Appendix),
The data collected clearly indicate that the same 
activity may be structured differently, within limits, among 
different classes of actors. In this study the comparison of 
role dimensions by occupational situs produced a difference 
on one dimensionj the temporal span. This suggests that 
occupational role may be more meaningful than situs for 
certain occupational categories. To what extent the role or 
situs affects the structure of recreation activities may 
depend on the homogeniety of the occupation. For Instance, 
the situs of the dentist would probably be of greater 
relevance to explain recreation behavior than the roles of 
humanist, technician, businessman, soclallzer, and
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professional because this occupation Is relatively homo­
geneous, The professor occupation Is less homogeneous and 
thus the various roles may be of more relevance.
To determine why the various occupational groups 
vary In the way their activities are structured requires a 
systematic study of the occupations which Is beyond the 
scope of this study. However, It does seem the particular 
normative structure of recreation activities may be more 
Important than the general normative structure In explaining 
work-leisure Interrelationships, This means the dimension 
of critical norms can be less general and thus be of greater 
comparative value. The same could be said of the norm 
tolerance range and consensus.
Non-selection of Activities> Dentist
The three occupational groups differed significantly 
with respect to selecting the activities of hiking and 
sightseeing which are similarly structured. Only eight per­
cent of the dentists participated In these activities whereas 
25 percent of the professors and 21 percent of the chemists 
did. This same pattern was found In Gerstl's study In which 
professors, dentists, and admen were compared (1961). The 
question arises relative to what In the work situation would 
predispose a class of actors to reject certain activities 
and accept others?
Even though the researcher did not systematically 
study the occupational work structure of the three
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populations, there is enough data about dentists to suggest 
an Interpretation from a structural frame of reference. It 
may be hypothesized that dentists do not participate In 
hiking and sightseeing because these activities differ too 
much In structural form from activities performed at work,
A comparison of the dental work structure with the role 
structure of an activity such as hiking and sightseeing may 
serve to Illustrate this thesis.
It may be Inferred that Informal sightseeing and
hiking are loosely structured activities whose participants
are oriented toward exploration. Participants enjoy these
activities because they do not know what to expecti the
novelty and surprise element Is rewarding, A wide range of
alternatives as to where, how, and when to hike or sightsee
is available to the individual of comfortable income and
adequate leisure time, A wide range also exists with respect
to social interaction, time sequence, pace, and location.
There are minimal critical norms, a lack of norm clarity and
wide norm tolerance. These two activities are also mainly
transitory and non-repetitive In nature. Participants seek 
a
"experience" rather than an object.
According to data from the present study and others, 
some of the identifying characteristics of the dentistry 
social structure arei (1) method-oriented rather than ldea- 
orlented (Johnson 1955« McCall 1962), (2) exactness In 
detail, care, orderliness, and cleanliness (More and Kohn 
I960), (3) service-oriented business (Hollinshead 1961),
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(*0 work results are highly visible and often direct 
(present study), (5) high commitment to work (Holllnshead 
1961j present study), (6) relatively weak professional ties 
(present study), and (?) autonomy (Sherlock and Cohen 1966).
Ideally, the professional maintains and expands the 
body of knowledge which Is his expertise. He moves Inten­
sively from one creative period to the next rather than 
routinely through hours of regulated work. His environment 
Is one of creativity with few mechanisms for standardization 
(Taylor 1968, p. 123-128). According to Johnson (1955) the 
conventional dental school is more of a vocational training 
center than an educational Institution, and that this type 
of training stifles the imagination and exploratory urges of 
the few so inclined. Furthermore, he held that dentistry 
appeals to those Interested in the clear-cut methods of 
mechanical arts rather than to the imaginative, scholarly 
type. McCall (1962) reiterated this view.
The dentistry occupation is also marked by a rela­
tively tight social structure In terms of number and 
variation of alternatives available, especially to the 
general practitioner. In a well established practice, 
clients are processed in clockwork fashion. Appointment 
schedules are adhered to as closely as possible. There are 
standards of technique which must be rigidly adhered to. 
Certain rooms are designated according to tasks performed.
The dentist operates in a very small physical space for the 
greater portion of the day. The number of roles he plays
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per day and the number of status positions he occupies are 
few which makes for a relatively simple occupational situs. 
The regularity and order with which he plays his roles is 
also notable. His wearing apparel is prescribed by medical 
norms. For the solo general practitioner, there is little 
social space for social Interaction with other colleagues 
about professional problems. For this type of practitioner, 
there are structural blocks that discourage Innovation, 
i.e., time, money, physical space, and weak professional 
ties. Capital investment and reputation encourage physical 
immobility.
In these ways, the structure of the dental occu­
pation contrasts markedly with the social structure of hiking 
and sightseeing and with the occupation of professor and 
possibly that of the industrial chemists, if bench chemists 
are excluded.
Many of the dentists Indicated that they were avid 
golf fans and thus felt it irrelevant to fill out the 
questionnaire. Gerstl (1961) also found dentists to be golf 
enthusiasts. It is obvious that golf is a highly standard­
ized activity. In this study, several dentists indicated 
that they spend much of their leisure time at their ranch, 
farm, or camp which suggests their desire for stability and 
regularity in their leisure. Perhaps if more were known 
about leisure activities other than those that occur in the 
out-of-doors and in a rural setting, a pattern of standard­
ized recreation would show up for the dentist population.
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In any event, the notion of flexibility of structure seems 
to have some bearing on what recreation activity is not 
selected by a particular class of persons whose lives are 
centered around work.
Selection of Activitiest Dentist
If dentists do not participate in certain activities 
because of differences in structural form, then how do the 
activities they participate in reflect their work structure? 
Unfortunately, the number of dentists who participate in any 
particular outdoor recreation activity is rather small. Of 
those who participate, boatflshing is the favored activity, 
followed by hunting.
Boatflshing and hunting, for the dentist sample, 
included more multilateral than omnilateral relationships.
The number of second and third order role structural dis­
tances were about equal for both activities. The temporal 
span of roles was also similar (three to eight hours). With 
regard to boundary orientation, one to four extramural rela­
tionships predominated in boatflshing, but there was no 
pattern for hunting, Boatflshing had more critical norms 
associated with it than hunting (six and four respectively). 
The social functions of the activities were also similar, 
although hunting seemed to have a slightly less socializing 
function than boatflshing.
Theoretically, of those who have a high commitment 
to work, there should be complementary relationships between
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the structure of work and recreation. In both the work and 
recreation social structure, achievement of goal is visible 
and direct. Boatflshing had the highest number of critical 
norms of the recreation activities studied. Hunting 
represented a midway pointj but since half of the dentists 
hunted in developed areas, the number of critical norms 
might be higher. For Instance, those who hunt in a club are 
subject to the club's norms as well as state laws, and the 
norms of sportsmanship. Chemists who hunted, hunted in 
undeveloped areas. Theoretically, the range of tolerance 
should be rather narrow for these activities. Empirically, 
the consensus of hunting and boatflshing norms is high. Both 
activities require considerable planning, especially if 
"outsiders" are going to accompany the recreationist.
Perhaps the amount of planning for an event is related to the 
dentists' avoidance of short temporal spans. It has been 
mentioned before that the dentistry occupation is charac­
terized by exactness in detail, care, and orderliness (More 
and Kohn i960). Both work and recreation seem to be charac­
terized by a relatively tight social structure.
Autonomy is ostensibly an occupational reward of 
dentists, although it may be more fiction than real. The 
dentist must please clients if he is to stay in business. He 
cannot be capricious in breaking appointments and he must try 
to be punctual. He is constrained to take short vacations. 
Even though the dentist may not have the autonomy he thinks 
he should, the present study Indicates that he values
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autonomy. The presence of more multilateral than omnilateral 
or unilateral relationships suggests that some diversity Is 
offered to the dentist's recreation group. The dentist, who 
values declslon-maklng, may Indulge In recreation activities 
that permit his recreation group members a chance to choose, 
even though there are few alternatives. The dentist, In
playing host, pleases his guests by not Imposing his will.
If this Is true, the presence of multilateral relationships 
complements the Ideal of autonomy found In the dentistry 
occupation, or compensates for the lack of "real" autonomy.
For the greater part of the day, a dentist fulfills 
his role of technician and humanist and In so doing, he 
engages In extramural, unilateral role relationships of a 
first order role distance If the frame of reference Is a work
system which Includes the status positions of client,
dentist, dental technician, and receptionist. Dentists 
apparently structure their boatfishing and hunting to create 
multilateral and second, third, and fourth order rela­
tionships, A third and fourth order of structural distance 
Implies extramural relationships and In this study, socia­
bility.
It might be Inferred from the data that dentists 
were more sociable than either the chemists or professors. 
Several dentists had their own retreats which facilitate 
entertaining. A significant difference was found between 
the three occupation groups regarding the absence of people 
as an attraction to a recreation site. Dentists did not
avoid a place because It had too many people to the degree 
that the other groups did. Also, the attraction of 
"planned” activities, though not a strong one, still 
attracted considerably more dentists than either chemists or 
professors. Planned activities Imply the presence of people 
and direction. In their leisure time, dentists visited more 
than the other groups. One of their favorite leisure 
activities was golf which Is usually considered a social 
game. In their work, they valued meaningful social rela­
tionships, Could it be that they valued what they had, but 
that there were still too few meaningful relationships? If 
this Is the case, then the presence of third order rela­
tionships in leisure might indicate a type of compensation. 
It is quite probable that dentists do not feel there are 
enough highly structured activities that offer socializing 
opportunities in the rural out-of-doors and thus are not 
attracted to rural outdoor recreation. A broader study in 
which the total recreation situs of the dentist Is Investi­
gated would indicate their needs more fully.
Empirical Generalizations
The writer will now discuss findings concerning
the work-lelsure Interrelationship which have been empiri­
cally derived from analysis of the data and the review of 
pertinent literature.
According to Sherlock and Cohn (1966) an important 
characteristic of the professions is the primacy of
intrinsic rewards. If extrlnsio rewards are more important 
and dominate in the professional's work, then the require­
ment of a disinterested stance is violated. By intrinsic 
rewards, Sherlock and Cohen mean activity is engaged in 
purely for its own sake and not because of any by-products. 
Intrinsic rewards may Include such things as mental and 
physical ability or creativity. Examples of extrinsic 
rewards would be money, prestige and power which are not 
inherent in the nature of the tasks of the occupational role. 
The data from the present study Indicate professors placed 
high value on Intellectual freedom and autonomy which are 
intrinsic rewards. Of the three occupational groups studied, 
professors experienced a considerably higher proportion of 
actors who had a high commitment to work and high structural 
stress. Chemists had low work commitment, low professional 
commitment, similar structural stress and valued extrinsic 
and intrinsic rewards equally. These findings led the 
researcher to conclude that a relationship might exist 
between the type of occupational rewards an actor received 
and his attitude toward structural stress.
Dentists had a high commitment to work, according to 
the results of the present study. When intrinsic character­
istics of their work (Johnson 1955i McCall 1962» More and 
Kohn i9601 Holllnshead I96I 1 Sherlock and Cohen 19661 pre­
sent study) were compared with the salient characteristics of 
their recreation, there was a pronoimced similarity. In the 
research findings of Kaplan (1960) similarity of attitudes in
139
work and leisure was also found. However, in the present 
study some values were similar and others were not. For 
instance, all of the occupational groups placed considerable 
value on social prestige in their work, but low value on 
social prestige in their recreation. Social prestige is an 
extrinsic reward. Therefore, it is logical to conclude that 
Intrinsic occupational rewards, rather than extrinsic 
rewards, would more likely be manifested in recreation 
values.
The present study revealed a greater proportion of 
professors than dentists or chemists experienced high 
structural stress, high work commitment and high professional 
commitment. A greater proportion of professors also parti­
cipated in hiking and sightseeing which are loosely 
structured activities (Sutton 1967» ORRRC No. 19 1962). 
Creativity and tension are logically relatedj therefore, it 
would appear that creative people would be more likely to 
enjoy or tolerate tension-producing activities than less 
creative people, A creative person cannot realize his 
creative potential in a tight social structure and thus he 
values autonomy and intellectual freedom. Professors are 
generally considered creative occupationally and are thus 
granted considerable freedom to pursue their particular 
Interests. Constricting norms are generally minimal. The 
present study indicated a straln-toward-consistency existsj 
therefore it may be deduced that creative actors in work will
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tend to select social structures in recreation that are 
loosely organized.
Previous studies Indicated the relative homogenlety 
of dentists as an occupational group (Johnson 1955» More and 
Kohn 1960)1 other studies indicated the heterogeniety of 
professors and chemists as occupational groups (Clark 19&3> 
Wilson 19421 Strauss and Rainwater 1962). Comparison of 
occupational role content of the three occupational groups 
in the present study showed the professor occupational situs 
to be more complex than that of the dentist's, (Classifi­
cation of roles for these two groups were based on previous 
research findings). Most of the literature about the 
sociology of work concerns the influence of occupational 
activities on extra-occupational life. The fact that intra­
group role differences in the professor and chemist samples 
of the present study existed with regard to certain work and 
recreation variables suggests that the nature of an actor's 
occupational situs may affect the structuring of recreational 
activities.
In summary, the following 
been derived from analysis of the data and a review of per­
tinent literature.
(1) The negative effect of occupational structural 
stress varies inversely among actors who value intrinsic 
occupational rewards over extrinsic occupational rewards.
(2) The more value the actor places on intrinsic 
occupational rewards, the more likely is his recreation
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activities to reflect the values embodied in these intrinsic 
rewards,
(3) The more value an actor places on work charac­
terized by high structural stress, the more inclined he will 
be to select loosely structured recreation activities.
(4) The more simple an actor’s occupational situs, 
the less effect will his occupational role have in deter­
mining the structure of his recreational activity.
(5) The more complex an actor's occupational situs, 
the more effect will his occupational role have in deter­
mining the structure of his recreational activity.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Three professional occupation groups were compared 
with regard to their respective work, leisure, and 
recreation patterns In order to better understand the nature 
of work-lelsure Interrelationships. These three groups were 
chosen to represent three different work social structures, 
I.e., academic, bureaucratic, and Individual practice. The 
selection of professor, Industrial chemist, and dentist 
occupations reduced the Influence of social class since these 
three occupations are of similar social prestige.
The results of the data collected Indicate that the 
work structures of the three occupational groups were 
different. Behavioral role conflict, role frustration, role 
Incongruity and role non-reclproclty were the stresses that 
characterized the work structure of the professors. Role 
frustration, role non-reclproclty, and role Inadequacy were 
associated with the chemists. The occupational structure of 
dentists was very different from the other two groups In that 
there was little structural stress. The stresses not signi­
ficant between the three groups were role ambivalence, moral 
role conflict, and role boredom.
Within the professor sample, It was found that 
teachers experienced more role ambivalence and role 
frustration than administrators and researchers, Logan
142
143
Wilson (1942, p, 193) gave some clues as to why teachers 
might experience such stress. He said that the scholar- 
sclentlst had higher prestige than the teacher. The 
prestige of the educator Is primarily dependent on his 
students* that of the scholar Is Independent of his students. 
The latter performs for an audience of experts, competes 
with equals, and therefore his prestige and the visibility 
of his achievement are relatively independent of the Insti­
tution which employs him. A teacher who really enjoys 
teaching cannot devote as much time and effort to his 
preferred activity as he would like for he reaps little 
economic or professional reward. The balance a teacher must 
find between his various duties would thus produce a certain 
amount of stress.
Among the chemists, administrators experienced more 
role conflict than researchers. The Insights of Kaplan 
(1959) indicate why this should be so. The research admini­
strator Is the man in the middle, frequently caught between 
the conflicting demands of the scientists and those of higher 
authority within the organization. His role Is ambiguous.
He Is frequently viewed as an impediment to the research, 
but a necessity for the organization. He often lacks the 
skill to make scientific decisions, yet Kaplan noted the 
research administrator usually Is involved In such decisions.
In this study no Interrelationship between structural 
stress, recreation activity and occupation was found. The 
same activity may thus be interpreted to be structured along
either relaxing or exciting lines. It is the structure of 
the activity rather than the activity, per se, that seems to 
be important for understanding work-lelsure interrela­
tionships.
Significant differences were found among the three 
groups with regard to what they valued in their work. 
Professors found salary less rewarding than the chemists, 
although their salaries were somewhat similar. Chemists 
were not attracted to their Job because of public service, 
but dentists and professors were. Chemists did not find as 
much Intellectual freedom on the Job as the professors, but 
more than 88 percent indicated that this reward was charac­
teristic of their Job. This finding suggests that the 
chemists were afforded professional consideration in their 
pursuit of work tasks. Chemists did not find meaningful 
social relationships rewarding, but the other two groups did. 
This attitude is reported by Roe (1953) who found the suc­
cessful natural scientist typically avoids interpersonal 
intimacy. Dentists differed from the professors and 
chemists in finding manual dexterity rewarding. All three 
groups were similar in being attracted to their Jobs because 
of security, social prestige and autonomy.
Significant differences existed among the three 
groups with regard to professional and work commitment. 
Professors had the highest professional commitment, but they 
did not have the highest work commitment. Dentists were 
most satisfied with their Job, but they had the lowest
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professional commitment. Chemists were most unhappy about 
their Job situation, but their professional commitment was 
higher than the dentists. In a test of interaction It was 
found that occupation, work commitment and professional 
commitment are not interrelated. No doubt the dentist does 
not feel the social pressure to develop himself profes­
sionally. The dentist performs for his clients, not for his 
peers. The reward system is so structured in the dental 
occupation that professional recognition does not "pay off." 
In the academic structure, professionalism does, Shepard’s 
study (1956) helps to explain why chemists did not have high 
professional commitment. He said relatively few managements 
actively encourage publication of research results.
Management may deplore cost In the professional's time and 
laboratory expense required to prepare material for pro­
fessional publication or for presentation at meetings of 
professional societies.
The present overall economic situation In the United 
States gives some clue as to why chemists had such a low work 
commitment. As reported in Newsweek (April 5, 1971), of the 
nation's 1.2 million scientists and engineers, the government 
estimates that some 50,000 to 65,000, or five percent are 
unemployed. The president of the American Chemical Society 
estimated that In June (1971) only one in three science 
graduates will find Jobs. The unemployment Is largely due to 
a large-scale reduction in government spending in the space 
and defense industries. As a consequence, chemists have
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taken positions In the chemical industry for which they are 
not suited by training. The fact that chemists experienced 
role inadequacy and role frustration supports this inter­
pretation. In addition, the writer believes the timing of 
the study may have had something to do with the work 
patterns of the chemists. The questionnaires were mailed 
out in April of 1971 when the morale of the chemists was 
apparently low because of a declining market for their occu­
pational skills.
Findings of the study made leads one to the con­
clusion that work commitment is not related to the number of 
hours one puts in on the Job. Professors worked longer hours 
than either chemists or dentists, yet dentists had the 
highest work commitment. It is likely, however, that the 
high professional commitment of professors accounts for their 
longer work hours. Professors also have closer occupational 
reference groups which may serve to apply more social 
pressure on them to conform to professional norms. In any 
event, it was found that work commitment, degree of struc­
tural stress, and occupation were not significantly 
interrelated.
In general, the work patterns differed more than the 
recreation and leisure patterns of the respondents. Perhaps 
greater differences in recreation patterns would have 
occurred if the study had not been restricted to outdoor 
recreation. More dentists might have responded to the 
questionnaire since many indicated that they participated in
urban recreation. Also, In the questionnaire, more than 15 
percent of the dentists Indicated they participated In 
"other" activities not listed. The favorite outdoor 
recreation activities of the professors and chemists were 
camping, fishing, and sightseeing. Dentists participated 
most In fishing and hunting. Overall recreation values were 
similar for the three groups, but there were a few notable 
differences. Chemists cared little about participating In an 
activity because their general prestige might be enhanced. 
Professors and chemists, compared to dentists, were more 
attracted to recreation areas that were relatively absent of 
people. They were also more inclined not to select 
recreation areas that advertise planned activities. Pro­
fessors and chemists agreed In their dislike for hunting and 
fishing. Therefore, the writer surmises that professors 
and chemists run hot and cold in terms of fishing as a 
recreation activity. It might be noted that professors were 
underrepresented proportionately (on the basis of a chi- 
square distribution) In boatflshing, whereas dentists and 
chemists were overrepresented. Only 15 percent of the 
professors fishedi the same percentage was found In the 
activities of camping and sightseeing. On the other hand,
23 percent of the chemists and 27 percent of the dentists 
fished.
When the three occupation groups were compared in 
terms of other leisure activities, some noticeable differ­
ences were detected. Professors participated In
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work-professional interests more frequently than either the 
chemists or dentists, dentists visited with others more than 
chemists, and chemists worked on home projects more than the 
other two groups. All three groups valued their home life 
most and cultural activities the least.
Outside of possible structural interrelationships, 
the data indicate there were common values in both work and 
leisure among the three occupation groups. It is apparent 
that the sampled chemists were not people-oriented, Strauss 
and Rainwater (1963. p. 202) stated that chemists were 
action-oriented. In their work, the sampled chemists were 
not Interested in public service or meaningful social 
relationships. In their recreation, they cared little about 
social prestigej they recreated in areas where there were 
few people and they disliked planned activities, which im­
plies presence of people. Their dislike of planned 
activities may also indicate their desire for autonomy which 
they value in their work. In their leisure they did not 
socialize with friends to the degree the other two groups 
did. They worked around the house and participated in do- 
it-yourself projects. What could be easily conjured up in 
one's mind is that chemists are not sociable. However, one 
behavior trait belies this otherwise reasonable assumption. 
Forty-six percent of the chemists selected an activity that 
gave them an opportunity to meet new people (percentages for 
dentists were kO percent and for professors, 38 percent). 
Could it be that the lack of meaningful social relationships
1*4-9
at work and In the community predispose chemists to seek 
friendship among people who have their recreation values? 
Perhaps chemists are very discriminating with whom they 
socialize.
Professors were significantly more involved in their 
work than the other two groups. In their work they placed 
high value on intellectual freedom and autonomy, and to a 
lesser extent meaningful social relationships and public 
service. If time is any indication of involvement, pro­
fessors were also more involved in their recreation. They 
tended to participate in recreation activities of long 
temporal span (over six hours). In their recreation, 
professors sought intellectual stimulation, spiritual 
rejuvenation, non-routine activities, and to a lesser extent 
a rewarding social experience and social prestige more than 
the other groups. In their leisure they pursued work and 
professional interests more than the dentists or chemists. 
Most pronounced in this pattern are the values of exploration 
and knowledge. Professors seem to be more people-oriented 
than the chemists, but not as much as the dentists.
In their work, dentists placed more value on public 
service, security, social prestige, manual dexterity, and 
meaningful social relationships than the other two groups.
In their recreation, they sought relaxation, routine acti­
vities, intellectual and physical challenge, physical 
rejuvenation, and to a lesser extent free expression and 
development more than the professors or chemists. They also
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differed significantly from the other two groups in that they 
placed low value on selecting recreation areas relatively 
free from people. In terms of seeking areas noted for 
planned activities, they were less adverse to this type of 
recreation than either the chemists or professors. Dentists 
visited more and played more with their families than the 
other two groups. The values that seem to be most out­
standing in this work-lelsure pattern are order, achievement, 
physical ability and sociability,
empirically derived from a review of the 
pertinent literature and analysis of the data are as 
follows,
(1) The negative effect of occupational structural 
stress varies inversely among actors who value intrinsic 
occupational rewards over extrinsic occupational rewards,
(2) The more value the actor places on intrinsic 
occupational rewards, the more likely is his recreation 
activities to reflect the values embodied in these intrinsic 
rewards,
(3) The more value an actor places on work charac­
terized by high structural stress, the more inclined he will 
be to select loosely structured recreation activities,
(4) The more simple an actor's occupational situs, 
the less effect will his occupational role have in deter­
mining the structure of his recreational activity.
(5) The more complex an actor's occupational situs,
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the more effect will his occupational role have In deter­
mining the structure of his recreational activity.
As a result of the study, the writer believes the 
assumption that actors are motivated to reduce tension must 
be questioned. Actors who have high commitment to work, and 
who experience considerable strain due to the built-in stress 
of their work structure tend to engage in recreation acti­
vities oriented toward ‘’surprise" and "physical challenge" 
and thus do not fit the motivation model. It does appear 
that actors exhibit a straln-toward-conslstenc.y In their 
work and recreationj however, this does not necessarily mean 
the strain Is activated because actors view stress negatively 
and thus seek to reduce it. It might be more related to the 
central values which the actor holds. Comparative occupa­
tional studies using an actor-centered approach with a 
focus on the socialization process and structural stress 
might prove enlightening on this score.
The present study has been exploratory. The results 
of the data indicate the potential of a role-theory frame­
work In a larger and more sophisticated study of work and 
leisure Interrelationships, A recreation classification 
scheme based on role structure Is possible. The work of 
Bates (1968) indicates that occupations can be studied on 
the basis of role structure. A systematic study of select 
occupations and recreation activities in a structural frame 
of reference should prove to be fruitful In the explanation 
of work-lelsure Interrelationships. Known dissimilarities
and similarities between the structure of work and 
recreation may, in the future, enable one to predict types 
of recreationists on the basis of work social organization.
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RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF PHYSICAL ATTRACTIVENESS OF SITE
AS A RECREATIONAL VALUE, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Percent Hanking of Physical Attractiveness
Low Ned1urn High
(N « 28*0
Professor 0 15 85
Chemist 0 7 93
Dentist 0 7 93
TABLE 29
RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF PRESENCE OF PEOPLE AS A 
VALUE, BY OCCUPATION
RECREATION




Professor 57 32 11
Chemist 62 31 7
Dentist 61 37 15
161
TABLE 30
RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF KIND AND NUMBER OF SERVICE AND
COMFORT FACILITIES AS A RECREATION VALUE, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation





Professor 17 49 34
Chemist 18 52 30
Dentist 29 46 25
TABLE 31
RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF PLANNED ACTIVITIES 
AS A RECREATION VALUE, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Percent Ranking of Planned Activities
Low Medium High
(N * 243)
Professors 85 11 4
Chemist 84 14 2
Dentist 62 20 18
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TABLE 32
RESPONDENTS' RANKING OF EXPEDIENCY AND CONVENIENCE AS
RECREATION VALUE, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Percent Ranking of Expediency and Convenience
Low Kediura High
(N = 286)
Professor 24 58 18
Chemist 2 2 5? 2 1
Dentist 2 6 48 2 6
TABLE 33
FREQUENCY OF VISITS TO SANS RECREATION AREA,
BY OCCUPATION'
Occupation Number of Times
Izl 6 - 1 0
Percent 
(N = 2 ?2 )
1 1 or more
Professor 6 5 . 0 1 7 . 0 18.0
Chemist ?0. 7 12.3 1 6 . 8
Dentist 5 0 . 8 20.3 28.8
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TABLE y\
RESPONDENTS’ REASONS FOR RETURN TO 
RECREATION AREAS, BY OCCUPATION
Reason Prof essor Chemist Dentist
Percent
(N * 288)
Liked it 53.9 56.0 70.0
Familiar with it 13.7 12.0 7.1
Wish to explore 11.7 12. 0 10.0
Renew friendship 2.9 .8 1.**
Convenient/expedient 17.6 18.9 11.4
TABLE 35
INDIVIDUAL RECREATION ACTIVITIES REPORTED BY 
RESPONDENTS, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation P.ecreation Activities









Professor 15.6 2.6 15.6 11.3 1.7 0.66
Percent
(K = 307) 
5.2 12.1 0.0 4.3 15.6 6.9 7.8
Chemist 16.5 4.1 23.1 5.7 3.3 1.65 6.6 9.9 1.6 4.1 14.0 3.3 5.8














Outing with family 13 11 13
Worked around house 8 8 38 25
Played with family at home 8 5 11
Work/professional interests 19 9 8
Do-1t-yourself project 7 12 1 0
Visited with others 8 5 1 2
Organization interest 8 9
Cultural activity 2 2 2
Relax 11 1 0 9
♦Some respondents gave multiple answers
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TABLE 37
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONDENTS’ COMMITMENT TO WORK AND 




Hl£h Low Hifih Low
(N = 290)
Professor 6 6 17 2 0 8
Chemlst 23 2 9 3 2 32
Dentist 2 3 31 3 6
Total: P(X2 = 68,9)< .000
Work Commitment; P(X2 = 37.4) ^ .000 
Prof. Commitment^ P(X^ = 29.7)< .000 
Interaction: P(X = 1.7) ? .05
TABLE 38
ROLE AMBIVALENCE EVIDENCED BY RESPONDENTS, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Role Ambivalence
Not

































RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRUCTURAL STRESS, WORK COMMITMENT 




HlfiiH Low nigh Low
(N = 311)
Professor 28 16 53 12
Chemist 11 29 Ao 36
Dentist 6 6 66 8
Total: P(X2 = 59.9) < .000
Stress: P(X? = 16.98) < .001
Work Commitment: P(X^ = A0,26)< .000
Interaction: P(x2 = 2.67)>,05
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TABLE b2
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRUCTURAL STRESS AND OCCUPATIONAL 




Hipjh Low Kirch Low
(N =- 276)
Professor 28 19 39 20
Chemist 20 50 20 18
Dentist 6 b b9 3
Total: P(X2 = 76.?) <.000
Stress: P(X2 = 37. 7P)< .000
Socialization: P(X2 = kb.82 ) <.000
Interaction: P(X2 = 0 ) > . 0 5
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TABLE 43




















Technician 21 33 3 1 2
Humanist 1+1 14 2 3 1
Businessman 1 4 28 15 9
Socializer 1 2 6 15 30
Professional 1 6 19 24 11
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TABLE 45
DISTRIBUTION OF CHEMISTS BY TASKS PERFORMED
Tasks Frequency
Percent
(N =  1 2 0 )
Research 2 8 . 3
Testing and Analysis 1 3 . 3
Research Administration 1 8 . 3
Other Administration 1 7 . 5
Chemical Engineer 1 3 . 3
Other 9 . 2
TABLE 46
LENGTH OP VACATION, BY OCCUPATION
Occupation Length of Vacation
Less than 3 weeks 3-6 7 w e e k s  or more
Percent
(N = 3 0 5 )
Professor 6 1 . 0 3 6 . 0 3 . 2
Chemist 6 6 . 0 3 ^ . 0 0 . 0
Dentl t 7 6 . 5 2 2 , 0 1 . 5
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TABLE 47
RESPONDENTS' REPORTED TOTAL FAMILY ANNUAL INCOME,
BY OCCUPATION
Income Professors Chemists Dentists
.3.10,000-14,?9o 3.2
Percent 
(N = 297) 
2.0 2.0
15,000-19,599 24.5 14.0 16.0
20,000-24,999 26,2 35.0 12,0
25,000-29,999 23.7 24.0 9.0
30,000-34,999 8.2 12.0 14.0
35.000-39,999 8.2 2.0 9.0
40,000-and. over 4.1 6.0 38.0
TABLE 48
RESPONDENTS' EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT, BY OCCUPATION
Education Professors Chemists Dentists
4 year degree 3.2
Percent 
(N = 312) 
47.0 0.0
M .A , or M.S. 19.3 28.0 0.0
Doctorate/D.D.S. 57.2 24.0 85.0
Post-Doctorate 17.7 00,8 15.0
Other 2.4 00.0 0. 0
1 7 3
TABLE **9 
RESPONDENTS’ MARITAL STATUS, BY OCCUPATION













AGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS * CHILDREN 18 YEARS OLD OR
LESS WHO LIVE AT HOME
Age of Children Professors Chemists Dentists
Percent.
(N = **36 )*
Under 6 years 30.9 ****.3 2**.6
6-11 years 20.5 U6.1 33.3














High* Low High Low 
(N - 170)
High Low
Professor 11 9 6 6 15 17
Chemist 12 16 10 33 12 14
Dentist. 9 2 9 4 2 3
*High: over ]20,000
Low: under |i2 0,000
Total: F(x2 - 19,93) < , 0 5
Activity: FjfX2 = 11. 40) <.05
Income: P(X2 = 5 2) > .05
Interaction: P(X2 ~ 3.^3) ^.05
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TABLE 52
RELATIONSHIP F2TWEEN STRUCTURAL STRESS, TYPE OF 
RECREATION ACTIVITY AND OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS
Occupation S t r \x c t u ra 1 S t. re r. s
Hlflh Low
Recreation Ae.tlvlt.y
Bon tflp h HI Ice, 33 hts.ee Loatf 1 li HI Ice, 31 ■Vntsce
(N = 111)
Professor 5 12 7 20
Chemist 12 9 11 16
Dentist 2 1 12 4
Totals P(X2 = 20.22)<.01 
Structural St.ess: P(X2 = A.66)^ ,05
Activity: P(X2 =12.08) <.01
Interactions P(X2 = 3.^8) >.05
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TABLE 53
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN STRUCTURAL STRESS, CEEATIVE-GRIENTED 








Professor 15 10 23 10
Chemist 13 6 26 18
Dentist 2 3 17 1/*
Totals P(X2 = 11.2) > .05 
Structural Stress: P(x2 = P,8?)<.02
Creative Pecreatlonists P(X2 - 1.5^) 7 .05 
Interactions F(X^ = 0.86)7 .05
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TABLE 54
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MULTTLATERAT.-GMNTLATE UAL RANGE OF 
RECIPRCCALITI, SECOND-THIRD ORDER STRUCTURAL DISTANCE, 
AND OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS
Occupation Range of Roclprocall ty
Multi Inleral Omnila beral 
Structural D1 s t a n c e
2nd Order 3rd 
(11 * 240)
2nd Order 3rd
Professor 11 13 44 13
Chemist 12 15 57 20
Dentist 9 13 22 11
Total: P(X2 , )t.62) >.05 2
Range of Aeciprocality: P(X = 3.38)  ̂.05
Structural Distance: P(X a 4.21) } .0$
Interaction: P (X 3 {1.6)4) >.05
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TABLE 55
IlELATTOK3HIP BETWEEN KULTTLATSittL-CMNILATERAL RANGE OF 
RECIPECCALITY, TEMPORAL SPAN AND OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS
Occupation Temporal Span
Low Merllun T!lc;h
Dan.re of Beclprocallty 
C:r,nl. Nnltll. Cir.n1- , Kul til. Cnnl. Mill til.
(N = 227)
Professor l.b 7
r-i 12 26 5
Chemist 18 10 33 12 20 b
Dentist b oL. 11 lb lb 6
Total: F(X2 - 18.82) <  ,0$
Temporal Span: P(X~ ■ 9.97)
heciprocality: P„(X" » h.22) >.05
Interaction: P(X- a h.6U)? .05
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TAPXE .56
RELATIONSHIP BETNEEN SECOND-THIRD ORDER STRUCTURAL DISTANCE, 
TEMPORAL SPAN, AND OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS
Occupation Temporal Span
Low Ned 1urn Hlxh
Structural Distance
2nd 2nd 2nd
Orel e r 3rd Order 3rd Order 3rd
(N = 2k?)
Professor 2 0 9 I 'd 15 2k 7
Chemist 1 7 1 0 39 12 15 9
Dentist 5 1 16 l'l 11 9
Total i P(X2 = 25.8 5 X . 01 
Temporal Span: PCX*- = 13.92)<,01
Structural Distance: P(X2 = 3.09) >.05
Interaction: P(X2 = C,S5)>.05
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